Historic,  Archive  Document 

Do  not  assume  content  reflects  current 
scientific  knowledge,  policies,  or  practices. 


RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ACT 
OF  1936— AMENDMENT 


HEARING 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  CONSERVATION  AND  CREDIT 

OF  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 
►  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

EIGHTY-FOURTH  CONGRESS 

FIRST  SESSION 
ON 

H.  R.  2138,  H.  R.  4572,  and  H.  R.  5376 


APRIL  14,  1955 


Printed  for  the  use  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 


Serial  L 


> 


62162 


UNITED  STATES 

GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE 
WASHINGTON  :  1955 


COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 


HAROLD  D.  COOLEY,  North  Carolina,  Chairman 
W.  R.  POAGE,  Texas,  Vice  Chairman 


GEORGE  M.  GRANT,  Alabama 
E.  C.  GATHINGS,  Arkansas 
JOHN  L.  McMILLAN,  South  Carolina 
THOMAS  G.  ABERNETHY,  Mississippi 
CARL  ALBERT,  Oklahoma 
WATKINS  M.  ABBITT,  Virginia 
JAMES  G.  POLK,  Ohio 
CLARK  W.  THOMPSON,  Texas 
PAUL  C.  JONES,  Missouri 
JOHN  C.  WATTS,  Kentucky 
HARLAN  HAGEN,  California 
LESTER  R.  JOHNSON,  Wisconsin 
VICTOR  L.  ANFUSO,  New  York 
ROSS  BASS,  Tennessee 
COYA  KNUTSON,  Minnesota 
W.  PAT  JENNINGS,  Virginia 
D.  R.  (BILLY)  MATTHEWS,  Florida 


CLIFFORD  R.  HOPE,  Kansas 
AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN,  Minnesota 
WILLIAM  S.  HILL,  Colorado 
CHARLES  B.  HOEVEN,  Iowa 
SID  SIMPSON,  Illinois 
PAUL  B.  DAGUE,  Pennsylvania 
RALPH  HARVEY,  Indiana 
HAROLD  O.  LOVRE,  South  Dakota 
PAGE  BELCHER,  Oklahoma 
CLIFFORD  G.  McINTIRE,  Maine 
WILLIAM  R.  WILLIAMS,  New  York 
KARL  C.  KING,  Pennsylvania 
ROBERT  D.  HARRISON,  Nebraska 
MELVIN  R.  LAIRD,  Wisconsin 
HENRY  ALDOUS  DIXON,  Utah 

DELEGATES 

E.  L.  BARTLETT,  Alaska 

MRS.  JOSEPH  R.  FARRINGTON,  Hawaii 

RESIDENT  COMMISSIONER 
A.  FERNOS-ISERN,  Puerto  Rico 


Mrs.  Mabel  C.  Downey,  Clerk 
Geo.  L.  Reid,  Jr.,  Assistant  Clerk 
John  J.  Heimburger,  Counsel 
Francis  M.  LeMay,  Consultant 


Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Credit 
W.  R.  POAGE,  Texas,  Chairman 

GEORGE  M.  GRANT,  Alabama  WILLIAM  S.  HILL,  Colorado 

ROSS  BASS,  Tennessee  CLIFFORD  G.  McINTIRE,  Maine 


II 


CONTENTS 


Page 

H.  R.  2138.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as 

amended _  1 

H.  R.  4572.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  so  as  to 
provide  greater  flexibility  in  making  rural  electrification  loans,  by 
eliminating  the  requirement  that  half  of  the  funds  for  such  loans  be 
allotted  among  the  States,  and  removing  the  limit  on  the  amount  of 
unallotted  funds  which  may  be  loaned  in  any  State  or  in  the  Territories.  1 

H.  R.  5376.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as 

amended _  2 

Statement  of — 

Campbell,  Wallace  J.,  director,  Washington  office,  Cooperative 

League  of  the  United  States _  17 

Ellis,  Clyde  T.,  general  manager,  National  Rural  Electric  Coopera¬ 
tive  Association _  9 

Halvorson,  Lloyd  C.,  representing  the  National  Grange _  17 

Johnson,  Hon.  Lester  R.,  a  Representative  in  Congress  from  the 

State  of  Wisconsin _  33 

Lynn,  John  C.,  legislative  representative,  American  Farm  Bureau 

Federation _  14 

MacDonald,  Angus,  assistant  legislative  representative,  National 

Farmers  Union _  16 

Metcalf,  Hon.  Lee,  a  Representative  in  Congress  from  the  State  of 

Montana _  37 

Partridge,  Robert,  program  analyst,  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration _  19 

Patton,  James  G.,  president,  National  Farmers  Union _  16 

Strong,  Fred  H.,  Deputy  Administrator,  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration  _  2 

Additional  data  submitted  to  the  subcommittee  by — 

Johnson,  Hon.  Lester  R.: 

Chippewa  Valley  Electric  Cooperative,  Cornell,  Wis.,  letter  of 

April  7,  1955 _  37 

Dairyland  Power  Cooperative,  La  Crosse,  Wis.,  letter  of  April  12, 

•  1955 _ _  35 

Eau  Claire  Electric  Cooperative,  Eau  Claire,  Wis.,  letter  of  April 

7,  1955 _  36 

Wisconsin  Electric  Cooperative,  Madison,  Wis.,  letter  of  April  13, 

1955 _  36 

National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association: 

Number  and  percentage  of  farms  electrified  with  central  station 

service,  by  States,  1935,  1940,  1950,  and  1954 _  31 


hi 


. '  :  ■  • 


1 


'I  ,<  !  •  *  «* 


RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ACT  OF  1936— AMENDMENT 


THURSDAY,  APRIL  14,  1955 

• 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Credit 

of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10  a.  m.  in  room  1310, 
House  Office  Building,  Hon.  W.  R.  Poage  (chairman)  presiding. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  committee  will  please  come  to  order.  We  have 
under  consideration  today  H.  R.  5376  and  several  other  similar  bills, 
to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936. 

(The  bills  referred  to  follow:) 

[H.  R.  2138,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  all  of  subsections  (c)  and  (d). 

Sec.  2.  Subsection  (e)  of  section  3  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  following 
words:  “without  allotment:  Provided ,  however,  That  not  more  than  10  per  centum 
of  said  sums  for  rural  electrification  loans  may  be  employed  in  any  one  State  or 
in  all  of  the  Territories”  and  by  relettering  said  subsection  “(c)”,  so  that  it  will 
read  as  follows: 

“(c)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made  available  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act  shall  not  be  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums 
are  made  available,  such  unexpended  or  unobligated  sums  shall  be  available  for 
loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the  following  year  or  years.” 

Sec.  3.  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  is  amended  by  relettering  it  “(d)”. 


[H.  R.  4572  ,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  so  as  to  provide  greater  flexibility  in  making  rural 
electrification  loans,  by  eliminating  the  requirement  that  half  of  the  funds  for  such  loans  be  allotted 
among  the  States,  and  removing  the  limit  on  the  amount  of  unallotted  funds  which  may  be  loaned  In 
any  State  or  in  the  Territories 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  subsection  (c)  of  section  3  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  first  sentence  (which 
provides  that  50  per  centum  of  the  sums  made  available  each  year  for  rural 
electrification  loans  shall  be  allotted  among  the  States  according  to  the  number 
of  farms  receiving  central  station  electric  service)  and  by  striking  out  “such 
service”  in  the  second  sentence  and  inserting  “central  station  electric  service”, 
so  that  the  subsection  as  amended  reads  as  follows: 

“(c)  The  Administrator  shall,  within  ninety  days  after  the  beginning  of  each 
fiscal  year,  determine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States  the  number  of 
farms  not  then  receiving  central  station  electric  service.” 

Sec.  2.  Subsection  (d)  of  section  3  of  such  Act,  which  provides  that  not  more 
than  10  per  centum  of  the  unallotted  funds  available  in  any  year  for  rural  electri¬ 
fication  loans  may  be  employed  in  any  State,  or  in  all  the  Territories,  is  hereby 
repealed. 

Sec.  3.  Subsection  (e)  of  section  3  of  such  Act  is  redesignated  as  subsection 
“(d)”,  and  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  “without  allotment:  Provided, 
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however,  That  not  more  than  10  per  centum  of  said  sums  for  rural  electrification 
loans  may  be  employed  in  any  one  State  or  in  all  of  the  Territories”,  so  that  the 
subsection  as  amended  reads  as  follows: 

“(d)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made  available  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act  shall  not  be  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums 
are  made  available,  such  unexpended  or  unobligated  sums  shall  be  available  for 
loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the  following  year  or  years.” 

Sec.  4.  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of  such  Act  is  redesignated  as  subsection 
“(e)”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “,  from  funds  available 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  3  (d)  and  3  (e)  but  without  regard  to  the  10  per 
centum  limitation  therein  contained,”. 


[H.  R.  5376,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (a)  section  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  903),  is  amended  by  striking  out  subsections 
(c),  (d),  and  (e)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(c)  The  Administrator  shall,  within  ninety  days  after  the  beginning  of  each 
fiscal  year,  determine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States  the  number  of 
farms  not  then  receiving  central  station  electric  service. 

“(d)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  funds  made  available  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act  shall  not  be  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums 
are  made  available,  such  unexpended  and  unobligated  funds  shall  be  available 
for  loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the  following  year  or  years.” 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of  such  Act  is  redesignated  as  section  (e). 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C. 
904),  is  amended  by  striking  out  “the  provisions  of  section  3  (d)  and  3  (e),  but 
without  regard  to  the  10  per  centum  limitation  therein  contained”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “Section  3”. 


Mr.  Poage.  The  Deputy  Administrator  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration,  Mr.  Fred  H.  Strong,  is  with  us.  I  wonder  if  we  might 
hear  from  you  at  this  time,  Mr.  Strong. 

STATEMENT  OF  FRED  H.  STRONG,  DEPUTY  ADMINISTRATOR, 
RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  Strong.  With  your  permission,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  have  distributed  copies  of  a  prepared  statement. 

I  am  substituting  for  Ancher  Nelsen,  Administrator  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration,  who  is  out  of  the  city.  He  has  asked 
me  to  convey  to  you  his  respects  and  his  regret  that  he  cannot  be 
here  himself. 

The  matter  before  the  committee,  of  course,  is  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  to  remove  the  so-called  State 
allotment  formula.  There  have  been  a  number  of  bills  introduced 
both  in  the  Senate  and  in  the  House  by  Senators  Aiken,  Thye,  Young, 
and  Carlson;  and  by  Congressmen  Hope,  Johnson,  Metcalf,  and 
Poage.  All  are  aimed  at  the  same  result.  There  are  minor  differences 
in  the  bills. 

A  prepared  statement  has  been  made  available  to  the  clerk  for 
distribution  among  the  committee  members,  and  in  the  interest  of 
economy  of  time,  if  the  committee  approves,  I  will  omit  reading  the 
full  text  of  the  prepared  statement  and  will  discuss  the  proposed 
amendment  in  general  terms  off  the  cuff. 
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Mr.  Poage.  Surely.  And  would  you  like  to  have  the  statement 
included  in  the  record? 

Air.  Strong.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  Without  objection  it  will  be  included  in  the  record. 
(The  statement  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 

Statement  of  Fred  H.  Strong,  Acting  Administrator  of  REA,  Relative  to 

H.  R.  2138  and  H.  R.  5376 

H.  R.  2138  and  5376  which  are  before  your  committee  today  are  substantially 
the  same  as  S.  153  on  which  Administrator  Nelsen  recently  testified  before  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  These  bills  which  are  identical 
save  in  one  minor  respect,  would  repeal  the  so-called  State  allotment  formula  in 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act.  We  believe  that  enactment  of  any  one  of  these 
bills  will  enable  us  to  administer  the  program  more  efficiently  and  to  be  more  re¬ 
sponsive  to  the  needs  of  the  people  served  by  the  program. 

I  shall  present  substantially  the  same  background  data  as  appears  in  the  state¬ 
ment  made  by  Mr.  Nelsen,  covering  some  aspects  of  the  rural  electrification  pro¬ 
gram  and  taking  stock  of  where  we  are  in  rural  electrification  today. 

|  UNIVERSAL  RURAL  ELECTRIC  SERVICE - AREA  COVERAGE 

The  estimate  of  unelectrified  farms  made  by  REA  as  of  June  30,  1954  indicates 
approximately  4,966,000  farms  were  then  receiving  central  station  service,  slightly 
over  92  percent  of  the  total  farms  shown  in  the  1950  census.  While  there  is  doubt 
as  to  the  accuracy  of  this  estimate,  a  matter  which  will  be  discussed  further,  it 
points  out  the  tremendous  progress  which  has  been  made  in  rural  electrification. 
New  farm  connections  are  being  made  at  a  rate  estimated  to  be  sufficient  to  bring 
the  number  of  electrified  farms  today  to  just  over  5  million,  about  93  percent  of  the 
total.  The  rate  of  farm  connections  is  much  slower  than  it  has  been  in  past  years. 
This  is  to  be  expected  at  this  stage.  What  is  left  consists  largely  of  the  farms 
whose  operators  do  not  wish  or  feel  they  cannot  afford  electric  service  even  though 
it  may  be  available  to  them  right  at  their  door;  farms  which  are  so  remote  from 
power  lines  that  service  to  them  poses  as  yet  unsolved  problems  of  economic  feas¬ 
ibility;  and  farms  occupied  by  families  which  are  not  able  to  afford  electric  service. 
It  is  not  possible  to  distribute  the  416,000  farms  estimated  to  be  without  electric 
service  on  June  30,  1954  among  these  groups  with  any  assurance  of  accuracy. 
REA  borrowers  are  being  encouraged  to  bring  service  to  those  who  want  it. 

While  it  would  seem  that  the  job  of  farm  electrification  is  approaching  sub¬ 
stantial  completion,  I  must  caution  you  that  this  is  not  necessarily  so.  American 
agriculture  is  like  everything  else  American;  it  is  dynamic,  not  static.  New 
farms  are  being  added  while  old  ones  are  being  retired  from  active  production  or 
are  being  merged  into  others.  The  job  of  electrifying  our  farms  will  never  be 
100  percent  completed  for  the  same  reason  the  job  of  building  automobiles  or 
better  mousetraps  will  never  be  done.  But  we  are  well  on  our  way  to  making 
)  rural  electric  service  universally  available. 

FINANCIAL  SOUNDNESS 

REA  electrification  loans  total  almost  $3  billion,  about  $300  million  of  which 
were  made  since  April  1953  when  Ancher  Nelsen  became  Administrator.  We 
firmly  believe  that  the  REA  loans  with  very  few  exceptions  are  sound  and  will 
be  repaid  within  the  time  agreed  with  interest. 

It  is  a  matter  of  great  satisfaction  to  report  that  since  April  1953  the  number 
of  delinquent  borrowers  has  been  reduced  from  35  to  13  and  the  number  of  bor¬ 
rowers  which  have  made  advance  payments  increased  from  704  to  745.  Dollar- 
wise,  delinquencies  have  been  cut  more  than  half  from  $626,557  to  $307,341; 
advance  payments  increased  about  45  percent,  from  $54,350,853  to  $78,647,457. 

We  are  not  complacent  about  the  record,  particularly  when  we  reflect  upon  the 
effort  required  to  achieve  it  and  then  look  ahead  to  the  precipitate  increases  in 
debt  payment  load  which  the  next  few  years  bring.  But  we  are  constantly  pre¬ 
paring  to  meet  the  challenge  of  helping  our  borrowers  to  maintain  their  record. 
We  are  improving  our  techniques  for  helping  our  borrowers  which  appear  to  be 
in  danger  of  financial  difficulties  and  devising  new  ones  for  avoiding  and  during 
defaults. 

Perhaps  one  of  the  most  important  contributions  toward  assuring  financial 
stability  of  our  borrowers  has  been  the  power  use  promotion  work  carried  on  in 
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cooperation  with  all  segments  of  the  electric  industry  and  with  the  colleges  and 
extension  service.  These  groups  are  working  together  under  auspices  of  the 
Inter-Industry  Farm  Electric  Utilization  Council  and  their  effort  promises  great 
dividends  not  only  to  our  borrowers  but  to  their  farmer-consumers  and  also  to 
the  Government  by  enhancing  its  loan  security. 

ADEQUATE  POWER  SUPPLY 

Major  progress  has  been  made  in  improving  the  supply  of  electric  power  in 
rural  areas.  We  have  worked  with  our  borrowers  in  meeting  power  supply 
needs  as  they  occurred  and  in  forestalling  power  supply  emergencies  before  they 
occur. 

Loans  for  generation  and  transmission  facilities  were  made  where  required  as 
a  means  to  lower  cost  of  electricity  for  farmers.  During  1954  they  amounted  to 
slightly  more  than  $40  million  and  will  add  something  over  100,000  kilowatts  to 
borrowers’  generating  capacity.  Important  developments  have  occurred  in 
interconnecting  and  integrating  borrowers’  facilities  with  neighboring  facilities  to 
minimize  the  higher  costs  usually  associated  with  isolated  systems  of  relatively 
small  capacity. 

The  wholesale  cost  of  power  has  dropped  and  more  important,  the  average  cost 
per  kilowatt-hour  of  power  to  the  residential  consumer,  both  farm  and  nonfarm, 
dropped  from  3.22  cents  in  1953  to  3.06  cents  in  1954.  At  the  same  time,  net 
margins  of  electrification  borrowers  went  up  nearly  40  percent. 

Looking  to  the  future,  appropriate  and  effective  steps  have  been  taken  to 
assure  participation  by  the  rural  electric  systems  in  any  cost  reductions  that  the 
use  of  atomic  energy  may  bring  about. 

BORROWER  SELF-RELIANCE 

The  rural  electrification  program  is  free  enterprise.  The  REA  borrowers  own 
and  operate  their  rural  electric  systems;  their  relationship  with  REA  is  that  of 
a  borrower.  In  their  initial  organization  and  their  early  days  of  operation,  REA 
provided  considerable  assistance  to  them.  As  they  have  gained  operating  experi¬ 
ence  and  financial  strength,  REA  assistance  in  engineering,  accounting  and 
management  has  been  gradually  decreased.  Today,  most  of  the  electric  borrowers 
are  providing  for  themselves  most  of  the  services  formerly  provided  by  REA. 
The  assistance  to  borrowers  being  provided  by  REA  at  the  present  time  is  limited 
almost  entirely  to  working  with  those  borrowers  who  have  financial  difficulties 
at  present,  or  who  will  apparently  have  financial  difficulties  as  their  debt  pay¬ 
ments  increase  in  the  future. 

EFFICIENT  ADMINISTRATION 

We  have  given  continuous  attention  to  improved  administration  of  the  program. 
Wherever  possible,  changes  that  will  improve  efficiency  and  reduce  administrative 
costs  have  been  made.  We  have  made  organizational  changes  and  procedural 
changes  which  have  resulted  in  improved  efficiency  during  the  past  year  and,  at 
the  same  time,  we  effected  a  substantial  savings  in  administrative  costs. 

We  have  reduced  the  time  required  for  handling  electric  loan  applications. 
The  loan  process  has  been  cut  to  a  minimum  for  those  borrowers  wrhich  are  well 
established  and  have  good  operating  records.  Applications  under  the  simplified 
procedure  are  being  processed  in  about  50  percent  of  the  time  formerly  required. 
About  one-third  of  the  present  applications  are  in  this  category  and  we  are  cur¬ 
rently  working  on  other  improvements  which  may  raise  this  percentage  as  high 
as  45  percent.  This  has  helped  to  cut  down  the  backlog  of  loan  applications  to 
just  about  half  of  what  it  was  2  years  ago.  To  my  knowledge,  we  have  not 
turned  down  or  delayed  a  single  loan  application  that  was  complete  and  feasible. 

BACKGROUND  OF  STATE  FORMULA 

This  matter  of  the  loan  allotment  formula  is  directly  related  to  our  ability  to 
meet  the  loan  needs  of  the  borrowers. 

As  it  now  stands,  the  State  allotment  formula  provides  that  50  percent  of  the 
amount  made  available  annually  by  Congress  for  electric  loans  must  be  reserved 
for  loans  in  the  several  States  in  the  proportion  which  the  number  of  their  unelec¬ 
trified  farms  bears  to  the  total  number  of  unelectrified  farms  in  the  United  States. 
Of  the  remaining  50  percent,  and  of  any  funds  carried  over  from  a  previous  year 
not  more  than  10  percent  may  be  loaned  in  one  State. 
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I  want  to  point  out  that  the  amount  set  up  for  each  State  under  this  formula 
is  not  a  guaranty  that  that  amount  will  be  loaned  within  the  State.  Loans  can 
be  made  only  if  valid  applications  are  submitted. 

This  formula  was  one  of  the  first  items  of  business  which  confronted  us  in 
April  1953.  The  1954  budget  recommendations  for  the  Agriculture  Department 
were  then  under  consideration  by  the  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee. 
The  budget  recommended  that  the  $60  million  electrification  contingent  loan 
authorization  be  made  available  free  of  the  limitations  contained  in  section  3 
of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  except  that  not  more  than  20  percent  could  be 
distributed  in  any  one  State.  On  April  22,  1953,  witnesses  representing  the 
National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association  requested  the  subcommittee  to 
eliminate  the  formula  entirely. 

When  the  1954  appropriation  bill  reached  the  floor  of  the  House  on  May 
19-20,  an  amendment  to  free  the  contingent  loan  funds  entirely  from  the  section 
3  formula  was  stricken  on  a  point  of  order.  When  the  bill  reached  Senate  floor 
on  June  15,  Senator  Young  offered  an  amendment  similar  to  that  recommended 
in  the  budget.  It  too  was  stricken  on  a  point  of  order.  During  the  debate  the 
suggestion  was  made  by  Senator  Ivnowland  that  this  was  a  matter  for  the  proper 
legislative  committee,  where  of  course  it  now  is. 

We  had  this  allotment  matter  looked  into  and  found  that  it  had  been  the  subject 
of  discussion  in  the  Senate  as  far  back  as  the  spring  of  1949.  We  also  learned 
jthat  the  Budget  Bureau  had  suggested  its  elimination  in  the  1952  budget  and  that 
the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association  had  been  supporting  this 
action  sincere  early  in  1951. 

By  the  fall  of  1954  after  a  full  year  of  experience  with  the  allotment  formula  and 
its  limitations,  it  was  apparent  that  it  was  in  the  interests  of  an  effective  rural 
electrification  loan  program  to  recommend  elimination  of  the  formula  from  the 
act. 

We  are  here  today  to  urge  passage  of  legislation  which  so  provides. 

HOW  THE  STATE  ALLOTMENT  FORMULA  WORKS 

The  purpose  of  the  State  allotment  formula  was  to  insure  a  uniform  rate  of 
extension  of  central  station  electric  service  to  farms  throughout  the  United  States. 
The  formula  has  served  this  purpose  quite  well'  by  June  30,  1955,  roughly  95 
percent  of  the  Nation’s  farms  will  have  been  connected,  and  it  appears  that  in  at 
least  40  States  the  electrifiea  farms  will  exceed  90  percent  of  the  total  farms  in 
each  of  those  States.  The  State  allotment  formula  was  of  particular  importance 
during  the  early  states  of  the  program,  when  the  extension  of  electric  service  in 
many  areas  was  very  difficult  and  required  the  organization  and  development  of 
borrowers.  The  reservation  of  f  unds  to  each  State  under  the  formula  was  desirable, 
since  it  stimulated  the  efforts  of  REA  and  of  local  groups  in  all  sections  of  the 
country. 

In  future  years,  the  State  allotment  formula  will  not  be  needed  for  that  purpose, 
and  it  is  doubtful  that  it  will  serve  to  speed  the  completion  of  area  coverage. 
Completion  of  area  coverage  will  depend  almost  entirely  on  the  financial  ability 
(of  already  existing  borrowers  to  extend  their  lines.  Further,  most  of  the  farms 
unelectrified  at  June  30,  1955  will  pose  difficult  problems  of  feasibility,  and  the 
availability  of  loan  funds  under  the  State  allotment  formula  will  not  assure  their 
connection.  In  any  event,  the  loan  funds  required  in  succeeding  years  can  be 
made  available  more  advantageously  through  administrative  discretion  than 
through  the  increasingly  cumbersome  State  allotment  formula. 

The  loan  requirements  of  the  borrowers  are  changing  as  the  program  nears 
area  coverage.  System  improvements,  generation,  and  transmission  are  requiring 
increasing  proportions  of  the  total  loan  funds.  Continuation  of  the  State  allot¬ 
ment  formula  will  result  in  inequitable  distribution  of  loan  funds  among  the 
States,  and  the  inequity  will  increase  with  time. 

Present  estimates  indicate  that  in  fiscal  year  1956,  loan  requirements  for  dis¬ 
tribution  facilities  exclusive  of  system  improvements  will  be  about  35  percent  of 
the  total  electric  loan  requirements.  In  fiscal  year  1957,  distribution  facilities 
exclusive  of  system  improvements  will  be  only  about  25  percent  of  the  total  loan 
requirements,  and  in  succeeding  years  the  percentage  will  drop  still  further.  It 
appears  illogical  that  half  of  the  loan  funds  authorized  by  Congress  in  future  years 
should  be  made  available  to  the  States  on  the  basis  of  their  number  of  unelectrified 
farms,  when  these  will  require  much  less  than  half  of  the  loan  funds.  System  im¬ 
provements  and  generation  and  transmission  loan  requirements  bear  no  relation¬ 
ship  to  the  number  of  unelectrified  farms. 
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I  can  illustrate  this  by  citing  the  State  of  Mississippi.  Mississippi  happens  to 
be  a  State  in  which  there  are  numerous  rural  electric  systems  but  where  many 
rural  people,  for  economic  and  perhaps  other  reasons,  are  not  taking  service.  In 

1952,  with  almost  11  percent  of  all  unelectrified  farms,  Mississippi  received  only 
one-tenth  of  1  percent  of  the  loans  made  in  that  year.  In  1954,  with  14.4  percent 
of  all  unelectrified  farms,  it  received  only  4  percent  of  the  loans  made  in  that  year. 

The  largest  percentage  of  our  annual  loans  received  by  any  one  State  in  recent 
years  was  13.7  percent  received  by  Kentucky  in  1952.  In  that  year,  Kentucky 
had  only  6  percent  of  the  Nation’s  unelectrified  farms.  Similar  disparities  exist 
nearly  every  year  among  the  various  States.  In  my  opinion,  they  demonstrate 
quite  conclusively  that  the  percentage  of  unelectrified  farms  is  no  longer  an  accu¬ 
rate  measure  of  loan  needs. 

EFFECT  OF  THE  FORMULA  ON  LOAN  FUND  REQUIREMENTS 

The  contingency  loan  fund  appears  to  have  been  devised  to  offset  the  effect 
of  the  State  allotment  formula.  It  first  appeared  in  the  1950  REA  appropriation 
when  $150  million  was  provided  for  electrification  loan  funds,  in  addition  to  the 
$350  million  regularly  provided,  “to  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  if  and  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  certify,  from  time 
to  time,  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  that  such  additional  amounts  are  re¬ 
quired  during  the  fiscal  year  1950,  under  the  then  existing  conditions,  for  the  ex-j 
peditious  and  orderly  development  of  the  program.”  ' 

During  fiscal  1950,  $120  million  of  this  amount  was  drawn  down  in  order  to 
provide  enough  funds  under  the  formula  to  make  loans  of  approximately  $10 
million  which  could  not  otherwise  have  been  made  in  that  year  because  of  formula 
limitations.  It  is  important  to  note  there  was  a  carryover  of  about  $140  million 
of  electrification  loan  funds  from  fiscal  1950  into  fiscal  1951.  For  fiscal  1951,  the 
Congress  again  made  available  a  contingent  loan  fund  which  was  not  used. 

As  I  have  already  stated,  the  1952  budget  recommended  elimination  of  the 
State  allotment  formula  so  that  loan  needs  could  be  met  without  the  necessity 
for  drawing  down  contingent  loan  funds  far  in  excess  of  actual  needs.  This 
recommendation  was  not  adopted. 

For  fiscal  1952,  a  contingent  loan  fund  of  $75  million  was  provided;  for  fiscal 

1953,  $50  million.  No  part  of  these  funds  was  drawn  upon.  Of  the  $45  million 
contingent  loan  authorization  appropriated  for  fiscal  1954,  $38  million  was  drawn 
to  permit  loans  of  slightly  more  than  $2  million ;  $47  million  of  electrification  loan 
funds  were  carried  over  from  fiscal  1954  into  1955.  It  looks  as  if  we  shall  draw 
the  full  $35  million  of  contingent  loan  fund  authorization  for  fiscal  1955  in  order 
to  permit  loans  of  slightly  under  $2  million  which  could  not  otherwise  be  made 
only  because  of  the  allotment  formula  limitations.  Most  of  the  contingent  funds 
drawn  down  in  fiscal  1955  will  probably  be  carried  over  into  fiscal  1956. 

It  is  quite  obvious  that  the  large  contingent  loan  fund  authorizations  have  been 
required  only  because  of  the  now  artificial,  unrealistic  limitations  of  the  State 
allotment  formula  and  have  not  been  related  to  actual  loan  needs.  This  is  clearly 
proven  by  the  fact  that  the  loan  fund  carryover  each  year  when  contingent  funds 
were  drawn  upon  consistently  exceeded  the  total  amount  drawn.  ( 

One  trouble  with  continuing  to  operate  on  this  basis  is  that  it  distorts  for  the 
public  the  size  of  the  REA  loan  fund  request  in  the  Federal  budget.  Another 
problem  is  that  with  the  large  carryovers  that  are  created,  Congress  largely  loses 
its  year-to-year  control  over  the  size  of  the  loan  program. 

Abandonment  of  the  State  allotment  formula  would  permit  material  reductions 
in  the  contingency  or  reserve  fund  requests  if  not  their  complete  elimination. 
There  would  be  no  “freezing”  of  funds  in  some  States  where  they  cannot  be 
loaned,  and  the  carryover  of  unused  loan  funds  from  one  year  to  the  next  would 
be  substantially  reduced.  The  loan  authorizations  requested  of  Congress  could 
be  based  on  actual  loan  needs,  rather  than  the  larger  amounts  which  must 
inevitably  be  requested  so  long  as  the  State  allotment  formula  remains  a  part  of 
the  act. 


ANNUAL  DETERMINATION  OF  NUMBER  OF  UNELECTRIFIED  FARMS 

Section  3  (c)  specifically  requires  that  the  Administrator  make  a  determination 
of  the  number  of  unelectrified  farms  within  90  days  after  the  beginning  of  each 
fiscal  year.  Annually  a  survey  is  conducted  commencing  shortly  after  July  1. 
Information  is  solicited  from  borrowers,  electric  companies,  municipal  and  other 
suppliers,  State  regulatory  bodies,  and  trade  associations.  The  electric  company 
records  reflect  the  number  of  meters  served  and  these  exceed  the  number  of  farms 
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clue  to  multiple-dwelling  units.  In  addition,  few  electric  companies  classify  their 
farm  consumers  as  such,  and  even  the  REA  borrowers,  who  have  a  farm  classifica¬ 
tion,  cannot  be  certain  that  the  consumers  they  classify  as  “farm”  meet  the  census 
definition  of  a  farm.  As  a  result,  there  are  undoubtedly  errors  in  the  estimates. 
These  problems  are  not  unique  to  REA;  I  am  told  the  Edison  Electric  Institute 
has  experienced  the  same  difficulties  in  its  estimates. 

As  the  State  estimates  approach  100  percent  and  consequently  change  very 
little  from  year  to  year,  it  becomes  increasingly  important  because  of  the  operation 
of  the  State  allotment  formula  that  the  estimates  be  accurate,  and  at  the  same 
time,  it  becomes  increasingly  difficult  to  make  estimates  which  are  accurate  and 
consistent  from  one  year  to  the  next.  Changes  in  the  classification  of  consumers, 
changes  in  the  actual  number  of  farms  as  contrasted  with  the  last  census,  and 
other  related  problems  are  magnified  in  their  effect  on  the  estimates. 

There  is  support  in  some  quarters  for  retention  of  the  provision  for  an  annual 
determination  of  the  number  of  unelectrified  farms  even  if  the  State  allotment 
formula  is  abandoned.  This  is,  of  course,  the  difference  between  the  two  bills  before 
this  committee  today.  H.  R.  2138  would  eliminate  the  requirement  for  the  annual 
determination;  H.  R.  5376  would  preserve  it.  We  will,  of  course,  do  whatever  the 
Congress  decides.  Just  what  use  would  be  made  of  the  figures  is  something  I  do 
not  know.  We  can  make  much  better  use  of  the  time  and  effort  involved.  In  our 
opinion,  the  census  count  made  every  5  years  furnishes  accurate  information  on 
|  rural  electrification  progress. 

In  conclusion,  I  want  to  say  that  we  support  this  legislation  and  urge  its  adop¬ 
tion.  We  think  it  is  significant  that  the  1949  telephone  loan  amendment  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act,  title  II,  makes  no  provision  for  annual  determination 
of  unserved  farms  or  for  a  State  allotment  formula.  I  have  heard  no  complaint 
over  this  or  over  the  administration  of  telephone  loan  funds  after  5}i  years  of 
telephone  loan  experience.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  formula  and  the  estimate  of 
unelectrified  farms  can  be  dispensed  with  for  rural  electrification  loans. 

Mr.  Strong.  The  prepared  statement  is  similar  to  the  remarks 
recently  made  by  Administrator  Nelsen  before  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  in  respect  to  S.  153,  which  likewise  pro¬ 
poses  to  remove  the  State-allotment  formula  from  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act. 

The  general  idea  of  the  amendment  is  to  remove  the  State-allotment 
formula  provided  in  paragraphs  c,  d,  and  e  of  section  3  of  the  act. 
This  formula  was  incorporated  in  the  act  to  provide,  in  the  early  days 
of  the  rural  electrification  program,  an  equitable  means  of  allotting 
available  loan  funds  among  the  several  States  on  the  basis  of  need,  and 
to  provide  in  orderly  fashion  for  fair  play  among  the  several  States  in 
the  progress  of  the  program. 

Under  the  formula,  half  of  all  newly  authorized  funds  provided  by 
^  the  Congress  are  required  to  be  distributed,  or  allocated,  I  should  say, 
among  the  several  States  in  the  same  proportion  that  the  number  of 
unelectrified  farms  in  each  State  bears  to  the  total  number  of  unelec¬ 
trified  farms  in  the  whole  Nation.  The  other  half  of  newly  authorized 
funds  is  made  available  to  REA  for  allotment  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Administrator  among  the  several  States  but  with  a  limit  of  10  percent 
to  any  individual  State;  that  is,  10  percent  of  that  remaining  half  of 
newly  authorized  funds. 

By  newly  authorized  funds  I  refer  to  contingency  authorizations 
as  well  as  the  basic  authorizations.  Carryover  funds,  unexpended 
balances  from  the  preceding  year,  or  funds  obtained  by  rescission  of 
loans  previously  made  but  determined  later  to  be  unneeded  or 
unwanted,  are  subject  only  to  the  10-percent  limitation,  10  percent 
to  any  one  State. 

In  the  early  days  of  the  program  that  formula  served  a  useful 
purpose  by  providing  equality  as  between  States  in  the  advancement 
of  the  program.  It  is  our  feeling  in  REA,  on  the  basis  of  the  experience 
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we  have  had  in  the  last  2  years  and  after  a  very  careful  examination 
of  the  progress  of  the  program  and  the  status  of  electrification,  that 
this  formula  is  today  not  only  unneeded  but  tends  to  work  in  the 
opposite  direction  from  equality. 

Today  we  estimate  that  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year  in  40  of  the 
48  States  more  than  90  percent  of  the  farms  will  have  been  electrified ; 
that  is,  will  have  been  connected  with  central  station  electric  power. 
Our  estimate  is,  nationwide,  that  by  June  30  approximately  95  percent 
of  the  farms  of  the  country  will  have  central  station  electricity.  The 
need,  therefore,  is  not  for  distributing  funds  on  the  basis  of  the  unelec¬ 
trified  farms,  but  rather  to  provide  for  the  heavying  up  and  for  addi¬ 
tional  power  generation  needs  of  those  States  already  well  served  with 
lines  carrying  power  out  to  the  farms.  In  some  States  at  the  present 
time,  under  the  operation  of  this  formula,  funds  are  allocated  to  their 
use  which  they  cannot  use.  In  other  States  the  formula  restricts  the 
ability  of  REA  to  allot  to  that  State,  to  make  loans,  to  a  degree  which 
hampers  the  orderly  progress  of  the  program.  The  outstanding  ex¬ 
ample  of  that,  I  believe,  this  year  is  Colorado. 

Under  their  operation  of  the  formula  it  is  necessary  at  times  to  draw 
upon  the  contingency  funds — to  draw  down  from  them  almost  20 
times  as  much  money  as  is  needed  in  any  one  State  over  and  above 
the  regular  funds  authorized  and  distributed  according  to  the  formula 
provisions.  We  feel,  therefore,  that  removal  of  the  formula  will  not 
only  provide  for  the  orderly  progress  of  rural  electrification,  but  will 
make  it  unnecessary  for  the  Congress  to  authorize  each  year  an 
overall  amount  for  loan  purposes  far  in  excess  of  the  dollars  actually 
needed. 

We  feel  that  the  Administrator  of  REA,  with  the  program  at  its 
present  state  of  development,  should  have  the  authority,  the  discre¬ 
tionary  power,  without  this  formula  restriction,  to  allot  those  funds 
made  available  by  the  Congress  in  such  amounts  to  the  several  States 
as  may  actually  be  needed,  rather  than  by  means  of  an  arbitrary 
formula  that  does  not  meet  the  needs  of  the  day. 

That,  gentlemen,  I  think  pretty  well  covers  the  situation  with  one 
possible  exception,  and  that  is  a  little  more  detail  on  the  manner  in 
which  the  first  half  of  the  formula  is  brought  into  being.  Each  year 
REA  is  required  by  the  act  to  determine  the  number  of  unelectrified 
farms.  Experience  in  recent  years  with  the  percentage  of  electrifica¬ 
tion  up  near  the  100  percent  mark  is  that  it  is  a  practical  impossi¬ 
bility  to  accurately  determine  within  a  percentage  point  the  true  ex¬ 
tent  of  electrification.  That  comes  about  by  reason  of  natural  errors 
coming  in  checks  made  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census,  by  power  com¬ 
panies  serving  in  the  rural  areas,  by  REA  itself,  and  by  several  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Government  having  to  do  with  such  determination.  Such 
errors  sometimes  give  rise  to  rather  ridiculous  situations.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  in  the  State  of  Maine  this  past  year,  and  in  many  other  States, 
the  survey  showed  an  apparent  decrease  hi  the  number  of  farms  served 
with  electricity,  percentagewise.  Obviously,  farms  were  not  aban¬ 
doning  electric  service.  That  apparent  decrease  in  the  number  of 
farms  served  was  just  an  apparent  and  not  an  actual  decrease,  a  dis¬ 
crepancy  brought  about  by  the  errors  that  are  bound  to  result  when, 
with  95  percent  of  the  farms  served,  we  attempt  to  determine  how 
many  remain  to  be  served.  The  rural  electric  cooperatives  are  doing 
a  magnificant  job  of  extending  their  lines  out  to  carry  service  to  the 
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few  who  remain  unserved.  We  in  REA  are  giving  them  every  en¬ 
couragement  to  continue  that  until  electricity  has  been  made  avail¬ 
able  to  every  person  in  the  rural  areas  who  wants  electricity  and  who 
can  be  feasibly  and  economically  served  by  these  lines. 

As  I  stated  at  the  outset,  gentlemen,  of  the  several  bills  which 
have  been  introduced  in  the  House  and  in  the  Senate,  any  one,  I  am 
sure,  would  accomplish  the  purpose  which  we  seek.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  are  very  much  obliged  to  you,  Mr.  Strong.  You 
made  a  very  fine  statement.  1  will  now  ask  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  if  we  might  follow'  an  unusual  procedure.  You  can  be  with  us 
a  few  minutes? 

Mr.  Strong.  Surely. 

Mr.  Poage.  It  seems  to  me  it  is  rather  apparent  that  the  only 
point  of  difference  is  the  question  of  the  census.  Of  course  we  want  to 
hear  from  anybody  opposed  to  the  principle,  but  nobody  has  expressed 
opposition  to  the  principle. 

Mr.  .Strong.  That  is  good  news. 

Mr.  Poage.  If  there  is  opposition,  we  wall  listen  to  those  opposed 
this  morning.  But  there  is  some  difference  about  the  census,  about 
making  a  determination  of  the  unelectrified  farms.  I  wonder  if  it 
would  not  be  well  to  hear  from  Mr.  Ellis,  and  then  we  will  have  some 
background  as  to  why  there  is  any  difference. 

Mr.  Strong.  That  will  be  fine. 

Mr.  Poage.  So  we  wall  ask  you  to  stay  with  us,  Mr.  Strong,  and  we 
will  ask  Mr.  Clyde  Ellis  of  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative 
Association  if  he  will  make  a  statement  for  us,  then  we  will  ask  you 
both  to  answer  questions. 

Mr.  Strong.  I  will  be  perfectly  happy  to  stay. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  CLYDE  T.  ELLIS,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  NATIONAL 
RURAL  ELECTRIC  COOPERATIVE  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Po  age.  Mr.  Ellis,  we  are  glad  to  have  you  back  with  us. 
Mr.  Ellis  served  with  distinction  as  a  Member  of  Congress  in  years 
past. 

Mr.  Ellis.  Than  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  happy  to  be  here  and 
I  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before  this  great  committee 
again. 

For  the  record,  my  name  is  Clyde  T.  Ellis,  general  manager  of  the 
National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association,  the  national  service 
organization  of  the  rural  electric  systems  of  the  United  States,  includ¬ 
ing  Alaska.  Some  92  percent  of  the  over  900  rural  electric  systems 
over  the  country  are  members  of  the  national  organization. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  grateful  for  the  interest  which  this  great 
committee  has  always  shown  in  the  rural  electrification  program. 
It  was  this  committee  which  initiated  a  change  in  the  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  law  in  1944,  known  as  the  Pace  Act,  which  changed  the  interest 
rate  in  the  law,  which  extended  the  amortization  period  from  25  to  35 
years,  and  which  made  REA  a  permanent  organization  within  the 
Government,  for  REA  was  established  for  only  10  years,  as  you  will 
recall,  in  the  beginning.  So  we  look  to  this  committee  once  more  for 
constructive  legislation  to  improve,  in  terms  of  present-day  conditions, 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act. 


10  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ACT  OF  1936 - AMENDMENT 


If  agreeable  with  you,  I  should  like  the  statement  which  we  have 
prepared  to  be  filed  for  the  record  and  to  then  highlight  some  of  the 
statements  which  are  made,  but  not  to  read  the  statement. 

Mr.  Poage.  Without  objection  the  statement  will  be  made  a  part 
of  the  record. 

(The  statement  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

Statement  of  Clyde  T.  Ellis,  General  Manager,  National  Rural  Electric 

Cooperative  Association 

Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  Clyde  T.  Ellis. 
1  am  general  manager  of  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association, 
the  national  service  organization  of  the  rural  electric  systems  of  the  United  States, 
including  Alaska.  About  92  percent  of  the  more  than  900  nonprofit  rural  electric 
systems  are  voluntary  dues-paying  members  of  this  organization. 

We  hope  that  the  Congress  will  see  fit  to  eliminate  the  State  allocation  formula 
in  the  REA  Act  which  REA  is  required  to  follow  in  making  electric  loans.  The 
formula  perhaps  worked  well  throughout  the  early  days  of  the  program  but,  in 
our  opinion,  its  usefulness  ended  a  good  many  y£ars  ago.  Under  it,  REA  must 
set  aside  one-half  of  the  funds  available  for  use  in  each  of  the  States  in  proportion 
to  the  unelectrified  farms  in  each  State,  as  a  percentage  of  the  total  unelectrified 
in  the  Nation.  The  other  half  of  the  available  funds  may  be  loaned  at  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Administrator,  except  that  not  more  than  10  percent  can  be  loaned 
in  any  one  State  during  the  fiscal  year.  As  individual  States  become  more  nearly 
100  percent  electrified,  the  formula  imposes  a  stumbling  block  to  the  lending  of 
funds  which  are  particularly  needed  for  system  improvements,  generation  and 
transmission  loans  (G.  and  T.’s),  and  other  purposes. 

The  rural  electric  systems  are  on  record  requesting  the  change  that  we  are 
supporting  here  today.  As  long  ago  as  the  fall  of  1952,  resolutions  were  adopted 
at  all  of  NRECA’s  10  regional  meetings  and  at  the  NRECA  national  annual 
meeting  in  1953  in  San  Francisco  and  in  1955  in  Atlantic  City,  supporting  the 
legislation  which  would  eliminate  the  formula  from  the  Rural  Electrification  Act. 

Some  of  the  reasons  why  our  members  think  the  formula  should  be  eliminated 
are: 

(1)  In  many  States  the  greatest  need  for  funds  is  for  system  improvements, 
“heavying  up”  existing  lines  and  purposes  other  than  extending  electric  service 
to  unelectrified  farms.  Under  the  formula,  no  consideration  is  given  to  these 
purposes.  Neither  does  the  formula  give  any  consideration  to  the  necessity  for 
generation  and  transmission  facilities  where,  in  many  States,  the  power  supply  is 
pitifully  below  the  requirements  of  the  respective  areas.  Generally  speaking,  the 
necessity  for  system  improvements,  additional  power  supply  and  transmission 
facilities  is  greatest  in  those  States  which  have  a  high  percentage  of  electrified 
farms. 

(2)  The  loan  funds  for  generation  and  transmission  facilities  are  badly  needed  in 
certain  States  where  power  supply  is  short.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  this  is  the  largest 
single  need  for  loan  funds. 

There  are  at  least  two  examples  of  States  where  the  demand  for  loan  funds  next 
year  will  exceed  the  amount  available,  assuming  the  Senate  passes  the  loan  fund 
authorization  item  for  REA  in  the  amount  as  it  passed  the  House.  The  bill, 
as  passed  by  the  House,  provided  a  regular  REA  electric  loan  fund  authorization 
of  $160  million  and  a  contingency  authorization  of  $100  million.  This  is  $65 
million  in  contingency  funds  in  excess  of  the  budget  request,  but  about  $150 
million  below  NRECA  estimates  of  the  amount  required  to  take  care  of  all 
applications  in  certain  States. 

In  these  estimates,  we  are  taking  into  consideration  the  fact  that  REA  will  have 
approximately  $56  million  available  in  carryover  funds  and  $4  million  in  rescis¬ 
sions  at  the  beginning  of  next  fiscal  year.  With  all  of  these  funds,  the  loan  needs 
cannot  be  met  next  fiscal  year  in  Colorado  and  Illinois,  and  possibly  some  other 
States.  Under  the  formula,  the  maximum  amount  which  could  be  loaned  in 
Colorado  next  year,  if  there  is  no  change  in  the  appropriation  by  the  Senate,  would 
be  about  $19,900,000.  Our  information  indicates  that  Colorado  will  need  about 
$23  million  for  generation  and  transmission  loans  alone  in  1956,  if  no  G.  and  T. 
loan  is  made  this  year.  Loans  also  will  be  needed  for  other  purposes  which  will 
further  exceed  the  maximum  that  can  be  loaned  in  the  State.  In  Illinois,  the 
maximum  which  can  be  loaned  in  fiscal  1956  is  about  $21,500,000.  Here  again, 
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it  is  expected  that  one  G.  and  T.  application  will  be  made  for  between  $20  million 
and  $25  million. 

And  these  G.  and  T.  loans,  as  you  know,  cannot  be  made  piecemeal.  It’s  all 
or  nothing  in  a  single  year  for  a  feasible  generation  and/or  transmission  operation. 
They  can  be  enlarged  later,  of  course,  but  they  must  be  born  full-grown,  so  to 
speak,  out  of  a  single  year’s  funds. 

(3)  It  has  often  been  necessary,  because  of  the  State  allocation  formula,  for 
REA  and  the  rural  electric  systems  to  request  more  funds  than  are  actually 
needed.  For  instance,  if  the  Congress  makes  available  sufficient  money  for  next 
year  to  take  care  of  the  actual  needs  in  the  individual  States  under  the  formula, 
the  result  will  be  a  tremendous  carryover  into  fiscal  1957. 

(4)  The  loan  needs  in  some  States  appear  to  run  in  3-  or  4-year  cycles.  For 
example,  the  needs  may  be  very  low  for  a  particular  year,  while  in  the  next  year 
they  may  be  very  high.  There  is  a  wide  variation  from  year  to  year,  although 
advances  appear  to  be  fairly  uniform.  It  is  easily  possible  that  in  one  of  the  high 
years,  a  State  may  need  more  funds  than  it  can  obtain  under  the  formula.  The 
following  table,  using  Nebraska  as  an  example,  will  illustrate  the  point: 


Fiscal  year 

Loans 

approved 

Loan  funds 
advanced 

Fiscal  year 

Loans 

approved 

Loan  funds 
advanced 

1950 _ 

$18,023,000 
5, 796, 000 
2, 185, 000 

$16, 147, 000 
11,270,000 
11,520,000 

1953 _ 

$11,979, 000 
13, 671,000 

1  1, 000, 000 

$5, 383, 000 
12, 871,000 

1951  ..  _ 

1954 _ 

1952 _ 

1955 _ 

1  Estimated. 


The  amounts  in  the  above  table  are  official  REA  figures. 

(5)  There  are  three  States,  namely,  Massachusetts,  Connecticut,  and  Rhode 
Island,  for  which  the  REA  Administrator  must  set  aside  funds  each  fiscal  year 
that  are  not  used.  No  loans  have  ever  been  made  in  any  one  of  these  States  and 
none  are  contemplated. 

(6)  In  some  of  the  Southern  States,  the  consumer  density  is  very  high  but 
average  kilowatt-hour  usage  per  consumer,  in  some  cases,  has  lagged  behind. 
Great  changes  are  taking  place  in  types  of  agriculture  in  some  of  these  States, 
and  as  these  changes  take  place  it  is  expected  that  the  average  consumption  will 
greatly  increase.  If  this  happens,  there  will  be  heavy  demands  for  funds  for 
system  improvements,  transmission  facilities,  and  related  items.  As  a  result  of 
these  needs,  some  Southern  States  can  easily  exceed  in  applications  the  amount 
available  to  them  under  the  State-allocation  formula. 

There  are  many  other  reasons  which  could  be  cited  in  support  of  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  the  formula.  Ironically  enough,  the  States  which  are  most  likely  to  need 
more  funds  than  can  be  supplied  under  the  formula  are  those  States  where  REA 
loans  have  been  approved  in  excess  of  $100  million.  There  are  nine  States  in 
this  category.  They  are  Iowa,  Kentucky,  Minnesota,  Missouri,  Nebraska,  North 
Dakota,  Oklahoma,' Texas,  and  Wisconsin.  All  of  these  States  have  a  high  per¬ 
centage  of  electrified  farms,  which  again  illustrates  the  necessity  for  changing  the 
formula. 

There  are  some  people  who  seem  to  have  a  fear  that  the  elimination  of  the  form¬ 
ula  will  take  control  of  the  program  away  from  the  Congress.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  seems  to  us  that  the  continuation  of  the  formula  will  come  nearer  to  taking 
control  away  from  the  Congress,  if  sufficient  funds  are  put  in  the  budget  to  take 
care  of  the  needs  in  certain  States  in  a  particular  year.  For  example,  “It  is  our 
understanding  that  REA  proposes  a  lending  schedule  next  year  of  about  $185 
million.  If  the  appropriations  bill  is  finally  adotped  in  the  form  in  which  it  was 
passed  by  the  House,  REA  will  have  available  next  year  $320  million  by  draw¬ 
ing  down  the  contingency  fund  which  was  approved  by  Congress  last  year  for 
this  fiscal  year  and  the  contingency  fund  available  during  the  next  fiscal  year. 
This  would  then  mean  that,  although  there  was  not  enough  money  to  take  care 
of  the  needs  in  Illinois  and  Colorado,  during  fiscal  1956,  REA  would  carry  over 
into  fiscal  1957  about  $135  million,”  which,  incidentally,  could  be  loaned  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Administrator,  with  a  limt  of  10  percent  to  any  one  State. 

RETAIN  THE  UNELECTRIFIED  FARM  SURVEY 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  members  of  our  association  wholeheartedly  support  the 
elimination  of  the  formula.  We  do  it  for  the  reasons  which  have  been  cited. 
However,  we  would  like  to  see  any  legislation  which  may  be  enacted  by  the 
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Congress  retain  the  survey  of  unelectrified  farms,  which  the  Administrator  is 
required  to  make  at  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year.  We  believe  that  this  is  highly 
desirable.  Such  information  cannot  be  obtained  from  any  other  reliable  source. 
Census  figures  are  not  available  soon  enough  to  be  of  much  help.  The  survey 
gives  an  accurate  and  quick  picture  of  the  current  situation  as  far  as  electrified 
farms  are  concerned  in  each  State.  It  furnishes  the  REA  systems  with  ready 
information  showing  where  extra  effort  is  needed  to  reach  unserved  areas.  It  also 
serves  as  a  ready  reference  to  Members  of  Congress  in  following  the  progress 
being  made  in  electrifying  rural  America.  While  the  members  of  our  association 
are  very  anxious  to  have  the  formula  eliminated,  they  want  the  survey  continued 
in  the  law. 

In  conclusion,  we  wish  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  your  committee,  for 
giving  us  this  opportunity  to  be  heard  and  for  your  friendly  and  considerate 
support  of  the  rural  electrification  program  in  all  prior  years. 

Mr.  Ellis.  We  congratulate  the  Administration,  and  the  REA 
Administrator  in  particular,  for  advocating  this  constructive  change 
in  the  law.  The  rural  electric  systems  themselves  are  unanimously 
on  record  in  support  of  this  change.  At  their  10  regional  meetings 
throughout  the  country  2  years  ago  they  went  on  record  favoring  the^ 
change  in  the  law,  and  have  twice  since  then,  the  last  time  being  atC 
their  national  meeting  in  February,  unanimously  requested  this 
change. 

It  is  fair  to  say  there  are  a  few  of  our  systems  in  the  South  whose 
leaders  of  late  are  apprehensive  about  the  change,  but  I  personally 
feel  that  without  the  change  the  program  there  will  suffer  more  than 
it  could  possibly  suffer  with  the  change  in  the  law. 

Mr.  Poage.  Do  you  know  of  any  systems  other  than  Mississippi 
who  might  even  be  apprehensive? 

Mr.  Ellis.  I  do  not  think  so.  I  think  that  is  a  fair  statement. 

I  should  like  to  mention  some  of  the  reasons  which  our  people  feel 
are  good  reasons  for  changing  the  law. 

We  are  now  into  what  we  generally  refer  to  as  the  lieavying-up  phase 
of  the  program.  The  power  industry,  as  you  know,  is  a  very  rapidly 
growing  industry  in  America.  We  think  it  is  the  most  rapidly  grow¬ 
ing  of  all  the  major  industries.  Its  total  plant  must  be  increased  about 
100  percent  every  or  10  years.  The  rural  electrification  demands 
are  growing  even  faster.  Our  use  of  power  is  doubling  about  every 
4  to  5  years  and  we  see  no  indication  that  that  growth  will  level  off  in 
the  near  future.  Our  greatest  need  for  funds  is  in  those  States  where ^ 
the  program  is  the  furthest  along,  where  there  is  the  greatest  use  of* 
power,  and  not  in  the  States  where  the  highest  percentage  of  unelectri¬ 
fied  farms  is  to  be  found. 

So  the  need  for  the  formula  has  ceased  to  exist  and,  as  Mr.  Strong 
has  so  ably  stated,  the  formula  is  working  in  the  reverse  of  its  original 
good  intention,  and  the  formula  was  good  in  the  early  days,  but  it  is 
not  good  now. 

And  of  course  we  need  additional  power  supply  in  those  States  where 
the  program  is  the  heaviest,  and  that  calls  for  more  funds.  We  need 
additional  generation  and  transmission  facilities.  We  have  trouble 
getting  under  the  formula  enough  money  out  of  the  annual  congressional 
loan  authorizations  to  establish  a  new  generation  or  transmission 
system  in  a  given  State,  or  in  some  cases  for  additional  units  to  the 
already  existing  generation  facilities.  As  a  consequence,  we  have  to 
go  before  the  House  committee  and  ask  for  more  funds  each  year  than 
are  actually  needed,  and  that  is  a  sort  of  embarrassing  situation.  We 
go  in  and  say  to  the  committees:  We  have  made  a  complete  survey  of 
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the  systems,  which  we  do  annually,  and  the  system  managers  say  they 
will  need  X  amount  of  funds  in  the  next  fiscal  year.  In  order  for  the 
rural  electrics  to  be  able  to  borrow  this  X  amount  of  funds,  Congress 
would  have  to  approve  also  a  Y  amount  in  addition,  so  that  under  the 
formula  the  funds  actually  needed  may  be  used.  That  is  not  good  for 
us  and  not  good  for  the  Congress  to  have  to  authorize  more  funds  than 
are  actually  needed.  Therefore,  it  seems  to  us  it  would  be  better  to 
get  rid  of  the  formula. 

On  page  4  of  our  prepared  statement  we  have  listed  a  table  showing 
the  variation  in  fund  requirements,  using  Nebraska  as  an  example. 
You  will  note  the  loans  approved  by  REA  for  Nebraska  were  $16 
million  in  1950:  down  to  $5  million  in  1951:  down  to  $2  million  in 
1952 — these  are  all  round  figures — up  to  $11  million  in  1953;  $13 
million  in  1954 ;  and  drop  down  to  $1  million  in  1955.  Therefore,  there 
is  no  equity  under  the  formula  where  there  is  such  variation  in 
requirements. 

^  REA  is  required  to  set  aside  funds  for  States  where  it  never  has 
piade  loans  and  probably  never  will.  It  must  set  aside  funds  out  of 
each  year’s  authorization  under  the  formula  which  it  cannot  lend  to 
anybody  that  year,  just  because  of  the  formula. 

With  regard  to  what  the  situation  will  be  next  year  without  the 
formula,  I  want  to  read  a  part  of  one  paragraph  from  our  prepared 
statement: 

It  is  our  understanding  that  REA  proposes  a  lending  schedule  next  year  of 
about  $185  million.  If  the  appropriations  bill  is  finally  adopted  in  the  form,  in 
which  it  was  passed  by  the  House,  REA  will  have  available  next  year  $320,000 
by  drav  ing  down  the  contingency  fund  which  was  approved  by  Congress  last 
year  for  this  fiscal  year  and  the  contingency  fund  available  during  the  next  fiscal 
year.  This  would  then  mean  that,  although  there  was  not  enough  money  to 
take  care  of  the  needs  in  Illinois  and  Colorado,  during  fiscal  1956,  REA  would 
carry  over  into  fiscal  1957  about  $135  million. 

So  you  see,  we  find  ourselves  in  the  ridiculous  situation  where  there 
is  not  enough  money  to  take  care  of  some  of  the  States,  and  yet  REA 
will  carry  over  something  in  the  neighborhood  of  $135  million  into 
the  next  year. 

The  rural  electric  systems  do  want  the  unelectrified  farm  survey 
that  is  now  in  the  law  retained.  Why?  If  it  is  not  retained,  there 

full  never  be  a  time  henceforth  that  you  of  the  Congress  or  we  of  the 
ural  electric  systems  or  the  officials  of  REA  can  guess  within  a  fair 
estimate  of  accuracy  what  the  unelectrified  farm  situation  is  in  the 
country.  Sure  we  can  take  the  Edison  Electric  Institute’s  figures 
for  it,  but  that  will  be  the  only  source,  and  the  Edison  Electric  Insti¬ 
tute  is  an  organization  of  the  commercial  power  companies,  and  the 
Edison  Electric  Institute  and  the  commercial  power  companies,  as 
far  back  as  1949,  were  claiming  the  electrification  program  was  sub¬ 
stantially  completed.  I  am  sure  the  chairman  will  recall  that  during 
the  hearings  held  on  his  own  Poage  bill  in  the  latter  part  of  1945  the 
officials  of  power  companies  appeared  and  said  in  effect  that  no  further 
funds  than  those  then  authorized  would  be  required  to  substantially 
finish  the  rural  electrification  program,  and  therefore  your  bill  pro¬ 
posing  to  substantially  increase  the  authorization  was  not  needed. 
And  I  am  sure  the  committee  members  will  recall  that  several  times 
as  much  money  lias  been  loaned  since  1945  as  had  been  loaned  up  to 
that  time.  So  the  power  companies’  figures  were  way  off.  We  do 
not  want  to  have  to  rely  on  their  figures. 

62162—55 — —3 
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This  job  of  completing  rural  electrification  in  terms  of  getting  the 
power  to  those  who  do  not  have  it  is  still  a  gigantic  job  in  this  country. 
There  are  still  upward  of  half  a  million  farm  homes  without  electricity 
in  America.  That  is  rather  a  sad  situation.  We  hear  from  those 
people,  and  I  am  sure  you  do,  in  areas  where  that  situation  exists, 
who  do  not  have  electricity  and  who  want  it.  Imagine  the  state  of 
mind  they  must  be  in  when  they  are  pleading  for  something  most  of 
America  lias  had  for  half  a  century  and  cannot  get  it.  They  are 
frustrated  and  mad  and  want  electricity.  If  the  unelectrified  farm 
survey  is  eliminated  nobody  wall  be  able  to  say  that  funds  are  needed 
to  continue  serving  unelectrified  farms  because  at  the  given  time  there 
are  still  a  certain  number  of  unelectrified  farms  in  America. 

I  have  before  me  the  REA  figures  which  show  that,  for  instance,  in 
Mississippi  on  June  30,  1954,  25  percent  of  the  farms  were  still  un¬ 
electrified;  that  in  Maine  12  percent  of  the  farms  were  unelectrified; 
in  Florida,  14  percent;  in  Arkansas,  15  percent;  in  Alabama,  12  percent; 
in  Nevada,  31  percent;  in  Montana,  12  percent;  and  various  other 
percentages  running  through  the  States.  Sure,  REA  cannot  tell 
exactly  what  the  percentage  of  unelectrified  farms  is  each  year,  but 
REA’s  estimate  would  be  better  than  nothing.  It  is  REA’s  estimate 
or  nothing  that  we  can  rely  on,  because,  I  mention  again,  the  power 
companies  dwell  upon  and  emphasize  their  general  statement  that  the 
program  is  completed.  It  is  far  from  completed.  We  do  not  think 
this  unelectrified  farm  survey  costs  much,  and  we  would  like  to  see 
it  left  in  the  law. 

That  is  our  statement. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you  very  much,  Air.  Ellis. 

If  I  may,  I  will  recess  the  committee  just  a  moment. 

(Brief  recess.) 

Mr.  Poage.  The  committee  will  come  to  order  and  we  will  now 
hear  from  Mr.  John  Lynn  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  C.  LYNN,  LEGISLATIVE  REPRESENTATIVE, 
AMERICAN  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION 

Mr.  Lynn.  My  name  is  John  C.  Lynn.  I  am  the  legislative 
representative  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation.  In  the 
interest  of  time  I  would  like  to  file  this  brief  statement  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Poage.  Without  objection  it  will  be  included  in  the  record. 

(The  statement  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

Statement  of  John  C.  Lynn,  Legislative  Director,  American  Farm  Bureau 

Federation 

At  the  most  recent  annual  meeting  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation 
the  voting  delegates  of  the  member  State  farm  bureaus  recommended  that  the 
formula  for  allocating  REA  funds  be  modernized. 

The  formula  in  the  present  law  served  a  desirable  purpose  at  the  time  the  REA 
Act  was  approved.  Since  a  very  large  percentage  of  the  farms  of  the  United 
States  were  not  electrified  there  was  need  for  the  use  of  a  formula  to  insure  that 
all  areas  of  the  United  States  were  given  comparable  consideration. 

At  the  present  time,  however,  about  93  percent  of  the  farms  in  the  United  States 
have  electric  service.  Since  the  primary  need  is  no  longer  for  developing  new 
distribution  systems  in  areas  not  served,  but  rather  to  heavy  up  existing  systems, 
the  old  method  of  allocating  funds  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  farms  not  pro¬ 
vided  with  electric  service  is  no  longer  a  correct  measure  of  need. 
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In  order  to  provide  funds  to  meet  loan  requirements  in  all  areas  the  Congress 
has  found  it  desirable  to  appropriate  relatively  large  amounts  for  contingency 
funds.  The  only  purpose  of  these  funds  was  to  get  around  the  obsolete  formula 
of  the  basic  legislation.  The  appropriation  of  money  for  these  contingency  funds 
distorted  the  budgetary  situation  and  created  quite  erroneous  impressions  as  to 
the  actual  amount  of  money  provided  for  REA  loans.  The  elimination  of  the 
old  formula  would  contribute  to  realistic  budgetary  practice. 

We  understand  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the  REA 
Administrators,  and  we  are  sure  this  has  been  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of 
the  Congress,  that  by  one  means  or  another  all  economic  and  feasible  applications 
for  loans  by  rural  electrification  cooperatives  would  be  approved.  This  being 
the  case  it  appears  clear  that  no  real  purpose  is  accomplished  by  the  retention  of 
the  present  formula. 

For  these  reasons  we  respectfully  recommend  the  enactment  of  S.  153. 

The  present  language  of  S.  153  involves  one  perhaps  unintended  change,  in 
that  it  would  strike  from  section  3  (c)  of  the  act  the  provision  that  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  shall  make  an  annual  survey  of  the  number  of  farms  in  each  State  not  receiv¬ 
ing  electric  service.  We  would  recommend  that  this  provision  be  retained.  It 
would  seem  to  us  that  it  is  desirable  for  the  Congress  and  the  public  to  have  cur¬ 
rent  factual  data  with  respect  to  the  extent  to  which  electrification  has  been  ac¬ 
complished  in  each  State,  as  the  basis  for  intelligent  understanding  of  the  situation. 
'Since  the  Census  Bureau  makes  estimates  of  the  number  of  farms  electrified  at 
5-year  intervals,  it  would  appear  to  be  a  simple  and  inexpensive  statistical  opera¬ 
tion  to  project  these  figures  each  year. 

The  opportunity  of  presenting  the  viewpoints  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation  on  this  matter  is  appreciated. 


Mr.  Lynn.  I  will  make  just  one  or  two  brief  comments.  We 
support  this  bill,  but  we,  like  the  NRECA,  feel  that  the  annual  survey 
should  be  continued.  Based  on  the  information  we  have,  the  cost 
for  making  this  survey  is  very  small  in  relation  to  the  value  that  it 
will  be  to  the  Congress  and  to  organizations  such  as  ours  in  trying  to 
keep  some  idea  as  to  the  progress  being  made  in  extending  rural 
electricity  to  the  rural  areas. 

Therefore,  we  would  like  to  support  this  bill  but  would  recommend 
that  the  committee  not  strike  section  3  (c)  of  the  act,  which  provides 


for  this  annual  survey. 

We  are  gratified  with  the  progress  that  has  been  made  in  the 
extension  of  electricity  to  rural  areas.  We  have  always  supported 
enthusiastically  the  REA  and  will  continue  to  do  so. 

That  concludes  my  statement,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Lynn.  Any  questions? 

|  Mr.  Hope.  I  understand  from  your  statement  it  is  your  impression 
H.  R.  5376  strikes  out  the  provision  for  the  annual  survey.  I  do  not 
understand  that  to  be  the  fact. 

Mr.  Lynn.  That  may  be  an  error  on  my  part.  If  it  leaves  it  in, 
then  we  are  very  much  for  the  bill. 

Mr.  Poage.  i  think  you  are  referring  to  the  earlier  bill. 

Mr.  Lynn.  If  that  is  true  we  are  in  full  accord  with  the  bill. 

Mr.  Poage.  It  changes  (d)  and  (e) 

Mr.  Hill.  It  strikes  it  out  and  rewrites  it. 


Mr.  Poage.  It  strikes  out  that  portion  that  related  to  apportion¬ 
ment,  of  the  funds  but  rewrites  the  portion  that  relates  to  the  sections 
on  the  estimate  of  service. 

Any  further  questions  of  Mr.  Lynn?  If  not,  we  are  very  much 
obliged  to  you,  Mr.  Lynn,  for  the  statement. 

Mr.  MacDonald  is  here  for  the  National  Farmers  Union. 
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STATEMENT  OF  ANGUS  MacDONALD,  ASSISTANT  LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE,  NATIONAL  FARMERS  UNION 

Mr.  MacDonald.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee, 
I  am  Angus  MacDonald,  assistant  legislative  representative  of  the 
National  Farmers  Union. 

I  have  a  brief  prepared  statement  which  I  have  given  Mr.  Reid  and 
to  save  time  I  will  not  read  the  statement. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  would  like  to  insert  the  statement  in  the  record? 
Mr.  MacDonald.  Please,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  Without  objection  it  will  be  included  as  a  part  of  the 
record. 

(The  statement  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

Statement  of  James  G.  Patton,  President  of  the  National  Farmers  Union, 

in  Support  of  II.  R.  4572 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we  are  presenting  this  statement 
in  support  of  H.  R.  4572,  sponsored  by  Congressman  Johnson  of  Wisconsin. 
We  believe  that  the  formula  which  requires  half  of  the  total  funds  appropriated 
for  rural  electrification  in  any  1  year  to  be  distributed  in  proportion  to  population 
and  unelectrified  farms  has  outlived  its  usefulness.  The  job  of  connecting 
American  farms  with  central  electric  service  stations  is  almost  completed.  About 
93  percent  of  the  Nation’s  farms  now  enjoy  the  benefits  of  electricity.  Only 
farms  in  the  most  sparsely  settled  and  remote  areas  are  unable  to  get  electricity. 

We  wish  to  pav  tribute  to  the  magnificent  job  which  has  been  accomplished  in 
the  last  20  years.  When  the  program  started  in  1935,  only  10  percent  of  the 
Nation’s  farms  were  electrified.  Over  the  bitter  opposition  of  private  power 
companies  loan  funds  have  been  secured  which  enabled  millions  of  farmers  to 
pool  their  efforts  in  the  distribution  of  electric  power.  Although  this  fact  is 
well  known,  we  do  not  think  it  can  be  mentioned  too  often  that  the  rural  electrifi¬ 
cation  program  is  self-liquidating  and  that  it  actually  brings  funds  into  the 
United  States  Treasury.  Contrary  to  a  recent  advertisement  in  the  March  4, 
1955,  issue  of  Collier’s  magazine  and  March  1955  issue  of  American  magazine, 
people  living  in  urban  areas  are  not  subsidizing  the  rural  electrification  program. 
On  the  contrary,  the  rural  electrification  program  has  indirectly  enabled  people 
living  in  cities  and  towns  to  enjoy  a  higher  standard  of  living.  It  has  indirectly 
furnished  customers  for  those  selling  electrical  appliances  and  thereby  has  resulted 
in  the  employment  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  workers  in  the  electrical  industries. 

The  primary  need  in  the  future  is  a  vertical  expansion  of  REA.  There  are 
shortages  appearing  in  various  areas  in  the  United  States.  Farmers  are  running- 
out  of  power;  they  need  new  generators,  new  transmission  lines  and  other  facilities 
because  demand  has  grown  so  fast  that  existing  facilities  are  unable  to  supply  and 
to  transmit  energy  needed  on  American  farms.  Installation  of  new  generating 
and  transmission  facilities  will  necessitate  loaning  a  disproportionate  amount  of 
money  in  areas  suffering  these  shortages.  Two  notable  examples  are  the  States  of 
Colorado  and  Illinois,  which  are  unable  to  obtain  needed  funds  for  generating  and 
transmission  purposes  even  though  Congress  has  appropriated  the  money.  The 
formula  acts,  at  the  present  time,  as  a  bottleneck  which  prevents  vertical  expan¬ 
sion.  This  is  the  principal  reason  we  are  urging  it  be  eliminated  by  enactment 
of  this  legislation. 

According  to  our  information,  the  elimination  of  this  formula  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  bill  will  eliminate  also  the  certain  statistical  work  which  heretofore 
has  been  done  by  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration.  We  urge  therefore 
that  the  bill  be  amended  to  provide  that  the  annual  survey  as  to  the  number  of 
electrified  and  unelectrified  farms  be  carried  on  in  the  future  as  it  has  in  the  past. 
We  do  not  feel  that  the  census  figures  are  sufficient.  It  is  reported  that  takers  of 
the  census  do  not  reach  some  remote  areas.  In  any  event  census  figures  are  from 
a  year  to  a  year  and  a  half  late.  American  farmers  should  not  have  to  depend 
on  figures  of  the  Edison  Electric  Institute  in  regard  to  unelectrified  farms.  Since 
this  group  is  opposed  and  has  always  been  opposed  to  the  rural  electrification 
program,  we  feel  that  it  would  be  a  great  mistake  to  take  this  annual  survey  out 
of  the  hands  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  urge  therefore  that  the  bill  be  amended  in  this  respect. 
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Mr.  MacDonald.  I  will  merely  say  that  the  National  Farmers 
Union  is  in  complete  support  of  the  position  taken  by  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration.  1  was  under  the  illusion,  as  was  Mr. 
Lynn,  that  the  bill  that  this  statement  is  directed  to  eliminated  the 
survey.  I  will  amend  that  by  saying  it  is  our  understanding  that 
H.  R.  4572  and  H.  R.  5376  would  continue  the  survey.  Therefore, 
we  are  in  complete  support  of  these  bills. 

I  believe  that  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  MacDonald.  Any 
questions  of  Mr.  MacDonald? 

Mr.  Hope.  You  want  the  survey  continued? 

Mr.  MacDonald.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hope.  And  }T>u  will  correct  your  statement  to  that  effect? 

Mr.  Poage.  I  do  not  believe  he  mentions  that  in  his  statement. 

Mr.  Hill.  Yes,  he  does  in  the  next  to  the  last  paragraph. 

Mr.  Hope.  That  will  be  corrected? 

Mr.  MacDonald.  Yes. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Newsom  was  expected  to  be  here  for  the  National  Grange,  but 
lie  was  not  able  to  be  here  and  he  has  submitted  a  statement.  Mr. 
Newsom  has  asked  us  to  include  in  the  record  a  statement  by  Mr. 
Halverson,  of  the  National  Grange,  and  without  objection  that  state¬ 
ment  will  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

(The  statement  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

Statement  of  Lloyd  C.  Halvorson,  the  National  Grange 

The  National  Grange  supports  the  objective  of  H.  It.  5376  and  similar  bills. 
Recent  experience  with  the  formula  set  up  to  allocate  REA  loan  funds  to  the 
States  shows  that  it  is  inadequate  and  even  a  hindrance  to  the  present  situation. 
Present  experience  with  the  formula  is  that  it  gives  more  than  the  amount  of 
money  which  can  be  profitably  used  to  some  States  and  not  enough  to  other 
States. 

The  National  Grange  has  been  a  strong  supporter  of  the  REA  program  for 
many  years.  We  think  it  is  very  important  to  recognize  the  fact  that  rural 
electrification  needs  in  the  present  program  can  no  longer  be  measured  on  the 
basis  of  unelectrified  farms  in  any  given  State  or  area.  Allocations  of  funds  to 
States  must  take  into  full  account  the  fact  that  many  of  the  present  REA  systems 
are  inadequate  for  the  present  uses  which  farmers  are  making  and  will  make  of 
electricity. 

We  believe  that  enough  money  should  be  available  for  the  REA  programs  so 
that  all  worthy  projects  can  be  carried  out.  Because  of  this  we  favor  eliminating 
the  present  formula  for  the  allocation  of  REA  funds  to  the  States  based  on  the 
degree  of  unelectrified  farms,  and  instead  leaving  the  allocation  up  to  administra¬ 
tive  determination.  We  are  confident  that  this  administrative  flexibility  will  be 
exercised  in  the  best  interest  of  the  rural  electrification  program. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Wallace  Campbell  is  present  and  we  will  be  glad 
to  hear  from  you,  Mr.  Campbell. 

STATEMENT  OF  WALLACE  J.  CAMPBELL,  DIRECTOR,  WASHING¬ 
TON  OFFICE,  COOPERATIVE  LEAGUE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mr.  Campbell.  To  save  time  I  would  be  very  glad  to  have  you 
insert  my  statement  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Poage.  Without  objection  the  statement  will  be  included  as  a 
part  of  the  record. 

(The  statement  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 
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Statement  of  the  Cooperative  League  of  United  States  of  America  in 

Support  of  Elimination  of  the  State  Allotment  Formula  in  the  Rural 

Electrification  Act 

My  name  is  Wallace  J.  Campbell.  I  am  director  of  the  Washington  office  of 
the  Cooperative  League  of  the  United  States  of  America,  a  national  federation  of 
consumer,  service,  and  purchasing  cooperatives.  We  have  in  direct  membership 
about  2  million  families,  the  majority  of  whom  are  farm  families. 

The  Cooperative  League  has  been  greatly  interested  in  the  rural  electric  pro¬ 
gram  since  its  inception,  and  is  happy  to  have  an  opportunity  to  present  its  views 
on  the  proposed  elimination  of  the  State  allotment  formula  in  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Act. 

As  the  farm  homes  of  America  have  become  electrified,  the  need  which  was  in¬ 
herent  in  the  situation  in  the  midthirties  for  protecting  the  distribution  of  loan 
funds  from  State  to  State  is  no  longer  essential.  In  the  early  days,  as  this  com¬ 
mittee  will  remember  very  well,  the  pressure  for  bringing  central  electric  power  to 
the  farms  was  so  great  and  the  availability  of  funds  so  limited,  relatively,  that  there 
was  great  pressure  to  see  that  no  State  received  an  undue  amount  of  loan  funds 
while  another  State  might  suffer  in  its  program  of  electrification. 

Today  the  need  for  rural  electrification  loans  is  quite  different.  In  many  States 
the  problem  is  less  to  bring  power  to  new  and  unelectrified  farms  than  it  is  to 
“heavvup”  the  existing  transmission  lines  or  to  provide  generation  loans  to  assur M 
adequate  low-cost  power.  In  some  other  States  there  have  been  no  loans  made  i" 
recent  years,  and  no  indication  that  there  will  be  such  a  need. 

The  State  allotment  formula,  as  a  result,  leads  to  a  carryover  from  year  to  year 
of  funds  which  are  not  put  into  use,  while  other  States  suffer  in  their  electrification 
programs  simply  because  of  the  existence  of  an  outdated  and  outmoded  formula. 
The  electric  cooperatives  concerned,  and  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration 
and  the  major  farm  organizations  are  all  supporting  such  a  change.  The  coopera¬ 
tive  league  is  happy  to  add  its  voice  to  this  support  . 

The  needs  in  any  given  State  may  well  follow  cycles  rather  than  coming  in  con¬ 
stant  patterns.  The  RE.A  needs  a  flexibility  which  is  not  feasible  under  the 
existing  formula.  The  Congress,  at  the  same  time,  is  caught  with  an  unrealistic 
financial  situation  where  it  must  continue  to  appropriate  more  funds  that  it  knows 
will  be  loaned  in  any  given  year  because  a  certain  amount  of  those  funds  will  in¬ 
evitably  be  held  in  an  unnecessary  reserve  for  States  which  will  not  use  them, 
and  will  go  into  a  carryover.  This  carryover  gives  the  public  the  impression 
that  more  funds  are  being  appropriated  than  are  actually  needed  and  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  itself  could  be  cut  substantially,  whore  that,  is  not  the  case. 

There  was  a  legitimate  fear  in  the  early  days  of  the  REA  program  that  some 
States  would  not  secure  their  adequate  or  reasonable  proportion  of  the  available 
funds.  It.  is  our  sincere  belief  that  removal  of  the  formulas  would  not  constitute 
a  hardship  in  any  given  State,  since  there  should  be  adequate  funds  to  meet  legiti¬ 
mate  needs  in  all  areas. 

urge  continuation  of  unelectrified  farm  survey  . 

While  the  Cooperative  League  is  wholeheartedly  in  favor  of  eliminating  th" 
formulas,  we  believe  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  should  continue  its 
unelectrified  farm  survey.  This  information  is  essential  at  all  points  in  the 
operation  of  the  program  and  is  not  contingent  solely  on  continuation  of  the  for¬ 
mulas.  Today  the  only  other  source  of  information  about  unelectrified  farms  is  in 
the  census.  Such  information  is  usually  a  year  or  2  years  out  of  date  before  it 
is  finally  compiled.  Effective  and  intelligent  administration  of  the  program  calls 
for  up-to-date  continuing  sources  of  information  which  should  not  be  dependent 
upon  outside  sources  which  are  so  late  as  to  destroy  their  usefulness. 

We  believe  it  is  in  the  interests  of  the  REA  itself  to  continue  the  survey.  And 
the  Congress,  which  must  have  all  of  the  facts  available  in  this  program  when 
it  enacts  legislation  in  this  field,  should  not  give  up  this  essential  source  of  infor¬ 
mation. 

Mr.  Campbell.  For  the  record,  my  name  is  Wallace  J.  Campbell, 
and  I  am  head  of  the  Washington  office  of  the  Cooperative  League. 
More  than  half  of  our  2  million  members  are  farmers  and  we  have 
always  been  in  favor  of  the  REA  program  and  are  now,  and  we  wish 
to  go  on  record  in  favor  of  the  elimination  of  the  formula. 
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We  would  like  just  to  underline  one  matter  on  public  relations  which 
is  very  important,  and  that  is  that  the  Congress  from  tune  to  time  is 
caught  with  an  unrealistic  situation  where  it  must  continue  to  appro¬ 
priate  more  funds  than  it  knows  will  be  loaned  in  any  given  year  in 
order  that  there  may  be  a  carryover.  The  carryover  gives  the  public 
the  impression  that  more  funds  are  being  appropriated  than  actually 
needed  and  that  the  program  could  be  cut  substantially,  which  is  not 
the  case. 

We  also  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  being  in  favor  of  continuing 
the  unelectrified  farm  survey.  The  census  figures  are  late,  out  of 
date,  and  sometimes  inaccurate  because  that  is  not  the  primary 
business  of  the  census  and  the  information  that  is  gathered  is  incidental 
to  other  information  gathered  by  the  census.  So  we  would  ‘ike  to 
go  on  record  as  favoring  the  continuation  of  the  unelectrified  farm 
survey  in  order  that  Congress  may  have  all  the  facts  on  which  to  base 
its  legislation. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  be  heard  before  the  committee. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you  very  much.  Any  questions  of  Mr.  Camp¬ 
bell?  If  not,  we  are  very  much  obliged  to  you  and  I  am  going  to  sug¬ 
gest  to  members  of  the  committee  that  they  might  now  like  to  question 
the  witnesses  en  bloc,  as  it  were.  We  have  several  here  and  we  might 
want  to  call  on  some  particular  individual  or  comment  on  some  par¬ 
ticular  phase  of  a  witness’  testimony. 

I  think  we  might  ask  Mr.  Stong  if  the  REA  has  made  any  estimates 
as  to  what  the  cost  of  this  survey  is  per  year. 

Mr.  Strong.  We  estimate  that  our  portion  of  the  cost  of  the  un¬ 
electrified  farm  survey  approximates  $3,000,  a  relatively  minor  sum. 
The  overall  cost  of  tliis  survey  plus  the  man-hours  involved  in  the 
application  of  the  formula  totals  much  nearer  $25,000. 

Mr.  Poage.  If  we  pass  this  legislation  you  would  not  have  to  apply 
the  formula,  would  you? 

Mr.  Strong.  No. 

Mix  Poage.  You  would  save  that? 

Mr.  Strong.  That  is  right.  That  is  why  I  split  it  in  two  parts. 
Mr.  Poage.  So  that,  even  if  you  made  the  survey,  you  would  still 
make  a  substantial  saving  if  this  legislation  is  passed? 

Mr.  Strong.  That  is  correct,  and  we  feel  there  are  worthwhile  uses 
to  which  that  money  could  be  placed. 

Mr.  Hope.  I  understood  you  to  say  your  part  of  the  cost  of  the 
survey.  What  other  agency  bears  a  part  of  the  cost? 

Mr.  Strong.  I  will  ask  Air.  Robert  Partridge,  our  program  analyst 
of  the  REA,  to  answer  that. 

STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  PARTRIDGE,  PROGRAM  ANALYST,  RURAL 
ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  Partridge.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  assists  us  in 
making  the  survey.  They  furnish  us  lists  of  utilities  to  which  we 
address  questionnaires.  AVe  also  contact  the  State  utility  commis¬ 
sions  in  each  State  to  find  out  what  they  have  in  the  way  of  data  on 
unelectrified  farms.  And  we  contact  each  municipal  company  and 
the  REA  borrowers  specifically  as  to  whether  they  serve  across  States. 

Mr.  Hope.  That  does  not  indicate  that  there  would  be  any  sub¬ 
stantial  cost  so  far  as  any  of  these  people  on  whom  you  rely  for  infor- 
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ination  are  concerned.  They  would  not  charge  you  for  that  informa¬ 
tion,  would  they? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Not  substantially.  Some  State  commissions  have 
put  quite  a  bit  of  effort  in  getting  information  on  unelectrified  farms. 
One  group  I  did  not  mention  is  the  Edison  Electric  Institute.  We 
maintain  liaison  with  them  and  they  furnish  us  with  some  data. 

Mr.  Hope.  Have  you  had  any  difficulty  obtaining  full  cooperation 
from  the  agencies  you  have  mentioned? 

Mr.  Partridge.  No,  sir.  They  have  been  most  cooperative  with 
us.  They  have  made  clear  to  us  their  estimates  in  many  cases  are 
perhaps  not  too  reliable.  They  have  the  same  difficulties  we  have  in 
trying  to  make  accurate  estimates. 

Mr.  Hope.  By  going  to  all  those  sources  you  have  an  opportunity 
to  cross  check,  I  assume? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Hope.  Which  would  make  your  figures  more  accurate  than 
checking  with  just  one  source. 

Mr.  Partridge.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Hope.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  Johnson.  When  you  talk  about  unelectrified  farms,  take 
Mississippi,  for  example ;  if  you  have  a  big  plantation  that  is  electrified 
and  the  tenant  houses  are  not  electrified,  how  is  that  classified? 

Mr.  Partridge.  The  farm  is  classed  as  one  farm.  So  far  as  the 
consumers  who  are  served,  they  are  usually  reported  by  their  individual 
meters.  Usually  each  house  has  a  meter  on  it.  That  gives  rise  to 
another  problem  we  have  in  making  the  estimate,  in  that  each  meter 
reported  is  not  necessarily  a  farm.  We  had  raw  data  estimates  that 
ran  140  percent  of  the  farms  in  a  given  State  being  electrified.  Edison 
Electric  Institute  has  the  same  problem,  and  have  had  to  work  out  an 
adjustment  factor  to  take  care  of  that. 

Mr.  Poage.  What  you  are  telling  us  is,  for  instance  on  my  dairy  we 
have  four  different  meters,  you  first  get  them  as  though  they  were 
different  farms  and  then  you  make  the  adjustment? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Yes. 

Mr.  Johnson.  If  electricity  runs  by  the  farm  and  is  not  connected, 
the  farm  is  still  considered  unelectrified? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Johnson.  You  do  not  know  how  many  of  those  situations  there 
are? 

Mr.  Partridge.  In  answer  to  your  question,  that  is  correct.  If 
they  are  not  actually  served  and  are  not  shown  as  a  consumer,  it  is 
considered  an  unelectrified  farm. 

It  might  be  interesting  to  the  committee  to  point  out  some  of  the 
troubles  we  have  had  with  our  estimates  in  the  past.  For  example, 
in  the  1950  estimate  we  show  a  United  States  total  of  electrified 
farms  amounting  to  86.3  percent  of  the  farms  in  the  United  States. 
When  the  census  data  became  available,  it  showed  the  farms  electrified 
as  of  April  1,  1950,  and  that  percentage  was  77.2  percent.  The 
difficulty  is  principally  one  of  a  base  number  of  farms  which  we  must 
use.  In  making  the  1950  estimate  we  had  to  refer  to  the  1945  farms 
reported  by  the  census.  It  made  a  considerable  difference  when  the 
census  figures  became  available  in  1950.  The  farms  electrified  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1945,  as  reported  by  the  census  were  45.7  percent,  and  our 
estimate  as  of  June  30,  1945,  was  44.7  percent — fairly  close. 
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Mr.  Strong.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  restate  briefly  and  add 
to  a  comment  I  made  in  the  early  part  of  my  testimony. 

Mr.  Poage.  Surely. 

Mr.  Strong.  I  believe  at  that  time  that  we  felt  almost  any  one  of 
these  bills  before  the  Congress  would  accomplish  the  principal  objec¬ 
tive  we  had,  namely,  elimination  of  the  formula,  which  hampers  the 
orderly  progress  of  the  program  and  requires  the  authorization  of 
money  not  actually  needed  in  the  program. 

In  connection  with  the  unelectrified  farm  survey,  we  feel,  as  we 
believe  Mr.  Partridge’s  testimony  has  indicated,  that  that  survey 
and  the  resulting  figures  are  unavoidably  inaccurate.  Therefore,  the 
survey  is  unnecessary  and  cumbersome.  We  feel  also  that  constant 
repetition  publicly  of  the  95-percent  completion  figure  of  farms  served 
from  central  stations  serves  only  to  mislead  and  confuse  the  public 
into  thinking  that  the  job  of  rural  electrification  is  just  about  com¬ 
pleted.  That  is  not  the  case,  as  Mr.  Ellis  has  testified.  It  is  not 
the  case  because  the  job  of  rural  electrification  is  not  done  in  spite 
'of  the  fact  that  as  of  this  coming  June  30  we  feel  confident  that  our 
estimate  of  the  number  of  farms  served  will  approximate  95  percent. 
The  average  person,  uninformed  as  to  the  intricacies  of  rural  electrifi¬ 
cation,  might  jump  to  the  conclusion  from  that  95-percent  figure  that 
only  5  percent  of  the  goal  established  back  in  1935  remains  to  be  done. 
We  know  in  REA  that  there  is  a  big  job  to  be  done,  and  we  do  not 
believe  that  95  percent  actually  presents  to  the  public  a  true  picture 
of  what  remains  to  be  done. 

Mr.  Poage.  Do  you  not  recognize,  and  I  think  the  members  of  the 
committee  can  readily  understand  the  difficulty  with  which  you  are 
faced  in  securing  accurate  statistics,  and  recognize  that  you  cannot 
possibly  be  expected  to  get  absolutely  accurate  figures,  but  still  it  is 
true  that  you  do  make  an  estimate,  and  if  you  do  not  continue  to 
make  your  own  estimates,  then  the  only  estimate  that  you  will  get 
will  be  the  ones  supplied  by  the  Edison  Institute,  which  probably 
could  be  no  more  correct?  Obviously,  their  estimate  is  going  to  have 
some  of  the  defects  which  yours  has,  and  some  in  addition. 

Mr.  Strong.  I  think  you  are  quite  right  in  that,  but  I  would  like 
to  take  it  one  step  further  to  the  point  of  whether  any  survey  is 
longer  needed,  with  95  percent  of  the  farms  served,  with  the  major 
job  ahead  of  us  not  one  of  extending  service,  but  one  of  heavying  up, 
of  improvement  of  the  systems,  of  improving  the  supply  of  power  to 
make  certain  that  the  needs  of  the  farms  are  met  at  every  step  of 
the  way.  That  is  the  big  job  which  lies  ahead,  and  that  is  not  reflected 
by  the  95-percent  figure  that  I  was  referring  to. 

Mr.  Poage.  Of  course  that  is  correct,  but  is  not  this  also  true,  that 
there  are  probably  eight  States  in  which  they  are  lagging  behind  in 
actual  connections,  and  it  probably  does  serve  a  useful  purpose  to 
be  able  to  single  out  those  particular  States?  Of  course,  your  organi¬ 
zation  knows  which  eight  States  they  are,  but  I  do  not  know  just  which 
they  are.  Is  it  not  desirable  to  be  able  to  point  your  finger  and  say, 
These  are  the  States?  Nevada  is  one  of  the  States,  for  instance.  Is 
not  that  desirable,  rather  than  simply  having  the  general  information 
that  the  average  is  95  percent?  Is  it  not  desirable  to  be  able  to  point 
to  those  States  which  are  lagging  behind? 

Mr.  Strong.  Our  experience  has  been  for  the  last  couple  of  years, 
Mr.  Chairman — and  I  think  it  certainly  would  be  true  in  the  rural 
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areas  if  they  are  lagging — that  they  do  not  hesitate  to  let  their  Con¬ 
gressman  know  what  their  situation  is. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  think  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Hope. 

Mr.  Hope.  I  would  like  to  ask  this  question:  In  view  of  what  you 
have  just  said,  Mr.  Strong,  it  would  seem  to  be  desirable  to  have 
some  figures  that  might  more  accurately  reflect  just  what  the  job  is 
that  is  ahead.  Would  it  be  possible  for  you  to  secure  figures  which 
would  indicate  what  you  and  Mr.  Ellis  have  both  said  does  constitute 
the  big  job  of  improving  these  existing  systems,  and  the  extension  of 
power  sources,  of  building  up  the  connecting  lines,  and  that  sort  of 
thing?  Could  you  do  that  as  a  part  of  your  survey? 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes,  Mr.  Congressman,  I  think  you  are  quite  right  in 
that  respect.  Within  the  last  year,  the  REA  has,  for  the  first  time, 
instituted  a  comprehensive  annual  survey  of  the  rural  electric  systems, 
calling  upon  them  for  their  estimates  of  the  loan  needs,  by  farms,  for  a 
5-year  period  ahead,  broken  down  into  distribution  connections,  for 
consumers,  heavying  up  of  line,  generation,  needs,  and  so  on,  so  that 
we  have  in  our  hands,  for  the  first  time  now,  a  reasonably  accurate 
picture  of  what  the  need  is  next  year,  the  year  after,  and  the  year 
after,  and  so  on.  That  survey,  as  I  said,  is  to  be  an  annual  survey. 
We  feel  that  with  a  couple  of  years  of  experience,  on  our  part  and  on 
the  part  of  our  borrowers,  that  that  survey  will  provide  us — will 
provide  the  Congress  and  the  public — with  a  very  accurate  picture  of 
where  the  program  is  headed,  where  the  needs  are,  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Hope.  Does  the  language  in  the  bill  5376 — well,  let  me  say 
the  language  in  the  present  law,  because  that  is  what  it  is — take  care 
of  all  you  need  to  carry  out  your  survey  that  you  are  making  now? 
In  other  words,  I  assume  that  you  are  obviously  operating  under  the 
provisions  of  some  law  that  authorizes  you  to  make  the  survey. 

Mr.  Strong.  5376  is  Mr.  Poage’s  bill? 

Mr.  Hope.  Yes. 

Mr.  Strong.  That  eliminates  the  formula? 

Mr.  Hope.  Yes. 

Mr.  Strong.  Apparently  all  witnesses  here  have  agreed  to  that. 

Mr.  Hope.  But  it  retains,  it  restates  the  surve}7  provision. 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hope.  But  this  survey  does  not  cover  the  broad  ground  which 
you  have  mentioned.  But  I  take  it  there  is  something  in  the  law 
somewhere  that  gives  you  the  authority  to  make  this  broader  survey. 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes,  there  is,  Mr.  Hope.  Section  2  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act.  In  that  section  appears  this  language: 

The  Administrator  is  authorized  to  make,  or  cause  to  be  made,  studies,  inves¬ 
tigations,  and  reports  concerning  the  conditions  and  progress  of  the  electrification 
of,  and  the  furnishing  of,  additional  telephone  service  in  the  rural  areas  of  the 
Federal  States  and  Territories  and  to  publish  and  disseminate  information  with 
respect  thereto. 

We  are  proceeding  under  that  authority,  already  contained  in  the 
act,  with  this  survey,  for  borrowers’  needs,  of  which  I  just  spoke  to  you. 

Mr.  Hope.  My  point  is  this:  Could  you  not  combine  that  informa¬ 
tion,  the  results  of  the  surveys,  in  the  Poage  bill — and  which  the  John¬ 
son  bill  contains  in  the  amendment,  here?  Could  not  that  include 
also  the  result  of  the  information  which  you  gather  by  reason  of  the 
other  authority?  I  agree  with  you  that  just  to  publish  the  results  of 
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this  survey  as  to  the  number  of  farms  that  are  served  or  not  served, 
percentagewise,  does  not  give  the  full  picture.  Would  it  not  be  advis¬ 
able,  when  you  publish  the  results  of  the  survey,  to  include  all  of  these 
factors  that  you  develop  by  reason  of  the  provision  in  section  2? 

Mr.  Strong.  The  correlation  of  the  reports  of  these  two  surveys 
has  not  been  effected  as  of  this  time.  They  came  at  different  times  of 
the  year.  In  the  first  year,  the  new  survey  was  intended  to  show  the 
loan  needs  and  the  purpose  of  the  loan  needs.  It  would  be  entirely 
possible,  I  should  think,  to  correlate,  to  coordinate,  them.  We  have 
given  public  distribution  of  the  result  of  the  surveys  that  I  told  you 
about  as  to  the  borrower  needs,  showing  in  effect  the  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  needs.  That  has  been  published,  and  we  intend  to  make  it  public 
annually. 

Mr.  Hope.  Well,  it  seems  to  me,  whether  you  need  any  more 
language  than  you  have  here  or  not,  that  an  additional  purpose  of 
this  survey,  as  well  as  the  other  survey,  is  to  develop  information  as 
to  the  needs,  and  if  you  are  going  to  make  that  information  public,  it 
would  be  well  to  combine  the  two,  or  at  least  to  correlate  them,  so 
that  the  public  would  know  what  was  necessary  to  do  in  order  to  bring 
the  whole  program  up  to  date. 

Mr.  Strong.  I  am  quite  sure  that  that  can  be  done. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Hope.  Yes. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Did  I  understand  you  to  say  that  they  are  being 
made  at  the  same  time  of  the  year,  and  that  you  think  they  could  be 
made  at  the  same  time  of  the  year  and  put  in  the  same  report? 

Mr.  Strong.  The  plan  for  this  coming  year  is  to  coordinate  and 
correlate  them.  The  first  survey  was  instituted  as  a  sort  of  interim 
period  project.  In  the  coming  year,  it  will  be  coordinated  and 
correlated  and  furnish  information,  of  course,  for  the  requirements  for 
the  unelectrified  farms. 

Mr.  Hope.  Now,  assume  that  we  report  and  pass  the  Poage  bill, 
which  contains  the  provision  for  the  survey,  and  you  go  ahead  just 
as  you  are  now,  with  this  survey  and  the  survey  provided  for  in  section 
2,  you  would  then  make  a  report,  combining  and  coordinating  the 
two,  so  that  you  would  give  the  public  the  true  picture.  Do  I  under¬ 
stand  that  would  be  the  idea? 

Mr.  Strong.  That  would  be  our  new  objective;  yes. 

Air.  Bass.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  this  question:  Actually  there  are 
only  two  objections  to  the  survey.  One  is  the  amount  of  the  inac¬ 
curacy  in  it,  and  the  other  is  the  cost  of  it;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Strong.  Well,  there  are  three.  The  major  objection,  to  my 
mind,  is  that  it  presents  an  inaccurate  distorted  picture  to  the 
uninformed  public. 

Mr.  Bass.  That  is  one. 

Mr.  Strong.  When  they  see  here  a  statement  that  95  percent  of 
the  farms  of  the  country  are  receiving  central  station  electric  service, 
they  cannot  be  blamed  for  reaching  the  conclusion  that  the  job  of 
rural  electrification  is  about  finished;  that  it  is  95  percent  complete. 

That  is  my  personal  objection. 

Air.  Bass.  The  cost  is  a  veiy  nominal  objection,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Strong.  The  dollars? 

Mr.  Bass.  Yes. 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes;  $3,000. 
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Mr.  Bass.  That  is  very  nominal,  in  the  overall  picture. 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bass.  There  was  something  said  here  about  which  I  would  like 
to  ask  a  question  concerning  the  State  of  Mississippi.  Some  people 
down  there  have  been  objecting  to  the  other  phase  of  the  bill.  Do  you 
have  a  record  as  to  whether  the  State  of  Mississippi  has  used  the  funds 
made  available  in  the  past,  or  whether  they  have  turned  back  funds? 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes;  I  think  we  do  have  that  record  here.  I  believe 
Mr.  Partridge  has  that. 

Mr.  Bass.  Very  well. 

Mr.  Partridge.  During  the  fiscal  year  1950,  Mississippi  received 
2.3  percent  of  the  total  loans,  total  electric  loans  made  during  that 
year.  Their  unelectrified  farms  amounted  to  10.5  percent  of  the  total 
in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Bass.  Does  that  fulfill  the  eligible  requests  that  were  made  in 
the  State  of  Mississippi? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Yes,  sir,  it  did. 

Mr.  Bass.  What  about  the  last  year;  do  you  have  that  information? 

Mr.  Johnson.  One  question  right  there,  if  I  may?  How  much 
could  they  have  received  in  that  year,  if  they  had  taken  advantage 
of  the  privilege? 

Mr.  Strong.  About  four  times  what  they  actually  asked  for. 

Mr.  Partridge.  The  maximum  amount — perhaps  this  would  be 
more  nearly  what  you  are  interested  in — the  actual  amount  which 
might  have  been  loaned,  I  do  not  have  for  1950,  but  if  it  will  be  all 
right  to  start  with  1952,  I  can  give  you  the  figures  showing  what  the 
maximum  amount  might  have  been  in  loans  to  Mississippi. 

Mr.  Bass.  Very  well. 

Mr.  Partridge.  Beginning  in  1952,  then,  the  maximum  amount 
which  could  have  been  loaned,  under  the  act,  was  $36,643,608. 

Mr.  Bass.  How  much  was  actually  loaned  to  them? 

Mr.  Partridge.  I  do  not  know  that  I  can  supply  you  at  this  time 
the  actual  amount  loaned  in  the  State. 

Mr.  Bass.  But  have  you  ever  had  requests  for  more  money  than 
was  available  to  the  State  of  Mississippi  under  this  present  program? 

Mr.  Partridge.  We  have  never  had  more  requests  in  Mississippi 
than  was  actually  available  to  them  under  the  formula. 

Mr.  Bass.  Under  the  new  setup,  would  all  the  money  needed  by 
them  still  be  made  available  to  them? 

Mr.  Strong.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  Partridge.  Yes.  We  have  turned  up  here  the  figures  showing 
the  actual  loans  made  during  the  year,  as  against  the  maximum.  In 
1952,  the  actual  amount  loaned  in  Mississippi  was  $153,000. 

Mr.  Bass.  $153,000? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bass.  And  it  could  have  been  $36  million? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Yes,  that  is  correct.  Now,  I  can  give  you  the 
other  years  on  that. 

Mr.  Bass.  That  is  all  right. 

In  other  words,  what  I  wanted  to  get  in  the  record  was  the  fact  that 
the  money  has  been  made  available  to  the  State  in  excess  of  the 
amount  they  have  qualified  for. 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  correct. 
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Mr.  Bass.  Can  you  give  us  the  States  that  have  had  eligible  appli¬ 
cations  that  you  could  not  fulfill  as  the  result  of  this  provision  for  the 
formula? 

Mr.  Partridge.  At  the  present  time,  we  have  the  State  of  Colorado 
where  we  have  approximately  $14  million  available  this  year.  The 
actual  amount  is  $14,187,012  maximum  for  Colorado.  The  loan  needs 
in  Colorado  this  year,  so  far  as  we  are  able  to  determine  them  now,  are 
approximately  $19  million.  A  portion  of  that — about  $5  million  of 
it — may  not  be  needed  until  late  June,  the  way  the  loan  schedule  is 
now  running.  We  can  probably  carry  that  small  amount  over  until 
the  next  fiscal  year  and  make  it,  but  the  fact  is  that  the  loan  need  this 
year  does  exceed  the  amount  available. 

Mr.  Bass.  In  other  words,  using  this  formula,  there  are  some  States 
that  are  not  being  furnished  the  amount  of  money  they  need  while 
there  are  other  States  that  are  not  using  what  could  be  made  available 
to  them? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Yes;  that  is  the  effect  of  it,  and  we  think  that  that 
effect  would  be  intensified  in  future  years. 

Mr.  Bass.  Do  you  have  on  the  record,  just  for  my  personal  infor¬ 
mation,  the  State  of  Tennessee?  What  does  your  record  show  as  to 
the  electrification  of  farms  in  Tennessee?  The  unelectrifiecl  farms  in 
Tennessee? 

Mr.  Partridge.  The  unelectrified  farms? 

Mr.  Bass.  Yes. 

Mr.  Partridge.  In  Tennessee,  the  number  of  farms  receiving  cen¬ 
tral  station  power  as  of  June  30,  1954,  was  220,883. 

Mr.  Bass.  Percentagewise,  do  you  have  the  figures  giving  that 
information? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Yes;  the  percentage  of  farms  was  95.4. 

Mr.  Bass.  Electrified? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Electrified. 

Mr.  Bass.  What  is  the  figure  for  Arkansas? 

Mr.  Partridge.  In  Arkansas,  the  percentage  figure  is  84.7  percent, 
or  a  total  of  154,485  farms  electrified. 

Mr.  Bass.  In  other  words,  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  we  have 
about  95  percent,  or  more  than  95  percent  of  the  farms  electrified; 
and  in  Arkansas  they  have  about  87  percent  of  their  farms  electrified? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Yes;  84.7. 

Mr.  Bass.  In  other  words,  11  percent  more  of  the  farms  in  Ten¬ 
nessee  are  electrified  than  in  Arkansas? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hill.  Suppose  you  give  us  the  information  for  Colorado,  if  you 
do  not  mind;  as  long  as  you  are  comparing  Arkansas  with  Mississippi, 
let  us  get  some  of  the  Western  States  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Partridge.  All  right. 

The  percentage  of  farms  electrified  in  Colorado  as  of  June  30,  1954, 
was  93.8,  or  a  total  of  42,751  farms. 

Mr.  Bass.  Over  93  percent  of  the  farms  in  Colorado  are  electrified? 

Mr.  Partridge.  93.8  percent,  yes. 

Mr.  Bass.  The  Rural  Electrification  Program  is  worked  on  a  sort  ot 
franchise  basis,  all  over  America,  is  it  not?  I  mean  that  the  coopera¬ 
tives — and  maybe  I  should  address  my  statement  to  the  head  of  the 
organization,  Mr.  Ellis. 
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Mr.  Partridge.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bass.  How  many  active  cooperatives  do  you  have  in  America, 
Mr.  Ellis? 

Mr.  Ellis.  There  are  about  900.  I  would  have  to  submit  the  exact 
figure. 

Mr.  Bass.  How  many  of  those  cooperatives  are  power-producing 
cooperatives? 

Mr.  Ellis.  About  45;  I  would  say  about  45. 

Mr.  Bass.  About  45  of  them? 

Mr.  Ellis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bass.  Now,  they  work  in  franchise  areas? 

Mr.  Ellis.  In  some  States  they  are  franchised  and  in  some  States 
they  are  not. 

Mr.  Strong.  I  might  add  that  it  is  a  matter  that  is  pretty  largely 
up  to  the  States;  it  is  a  matter  of  State  law  with  jurisdiction  usually 
given  to  the  State  regulatory  body. 

Mr.  Bass.  In  other  words,  the  State  itself  usually  determines 
whether  the  power-producing  unit  will  have  a  franchise  to  operate 
within  that  State,  does  it? 

Mr.  Strong.  In  certain  areas. 

Mr.  Bass.  That  is  what  I  mean,  in  certain  areas. 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes. 

Mr.  B  ass.  Ordinarily,  however,  the  Federal  Government  does  not 
try  to  control  the  franchise  power-producing  service,  does  it? 

Mr.  Strong.  No. 

Mr.  Bass.  We  do  not  give  one  organization  the  power  to  infringe 
upon  the  franchise  of  another  power-producing  unit? 

Mr.  Strong.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 

Mr.  McIntire.  I  would  like  to  ask  Mr.  Strong  to  give  me  a  little 
clearer  interpretation  of  the  term  “heavy ing  up.” 

Mr.  Strong.  Putting  in  larger  wires. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Transformers,  and  so  forth? 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Would  it  also  include  the  increasing  of  the  generat¬ 
ing  capacity?  Is  that  within  the  term  that  you  are  using? 

Mr.  Strong.  It  could  be  included  within  that  term.  “Heavying- 
up”  normally  refers  to  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  system,  not  the 
generating  capacity,  but  it  could  be  construed  to  include  the  advance¬ 
ment  in  generation. 

Mr.  McIntire.  In  your  judgment,  there  is  still  a  very  substantial 
job  to  be  done  by  the  REA,  and  the  thought  you  expressed  is  that  the 
survey  of  the  number  of  nonelectrified  farms  is  increasing  as  to  the 
total  needs  of  the  electrified  service? 

Mr.  Strong.  Exactly. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Is  it  your  thought  that  the  future  needs  within  the 
REA  system  is  a  substantial  one  in  meeting  the  increased  demands  for 
power  at  the  farms? 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes. 

Mr.  McIntire.  And  the  necessary  improvements  of  the  system  that 
would  be  needed  to  meet  the  demand? 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes. 

Mr.  McIntire.  And  in  this  legislation,  is  it  the  intent  or  the 
thought  that,  by  eliminating  the  formula  whereby  funds  are  allocated 
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to  States  primarily  on  the  basis  of  the  job  yet  to  be  done  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  nnelectrified  farms,  that  the  elimination  of  that  formula 
will  permit  the  allocation  of  such  funds  as  are  available  more  sub¬ 
stantially  in  the  field  of  heavying-up  for  the  present  system? 

Mr.  Strong.  Well,  that  would  be  true  to  some  degree.  We  feel, 
as  I  have  stated,  that,  in  large  part,  because  of  the  unavoidable  in¬ 
accuracies,  that  the  survey  itself  does  not  accomplish  the  job;  we  feel 
that  the  formula,  the  application  of  the  formula,  is  a  cumbersome  and 
unnecessary  way  of  arriving  at  the  distribution  of  funds  among  the 
several  States. 

Our  policy  in  the  REA  is  to  make  loans  on  the  basis  of  the  actual 
needs,  not  on  the  basis  of  some  theoretical  formula  of  need. 

Mr.  McIntire.  But  is  your  interpretation  of  the  word  “actual 
need”  changing  as  time  goes  on,  from  the  need  of  getting  the  line 
out  to  the  farm  people  as  was  in  the  original  concept,  to  the  need  of 
heavying-up  the  present  system? 

k  Mr.  Strong.  The  need  itself  is  changing,  yes.  It  is  very  apparent 
'that  the  figures  for  the  past  several  years  show  strikingly  the  increased 
need  for  system  improvement,  for  heavying-up  the  line  and  for 
additional  generation.  In  the  early  days  of  the  program,  the  over¬ 
whelming  need  was  for  getting  the  lines  out  there  initially. 

Mr.  McIntire.  There  was  one  question  which  was  in  my  mind 
relative  to  this  survey.  Is  this  survey  made  on  the  basis  of  the 
number  of  farms  electrified  and  is  that  subtracted  from  the  census 
figure  showing  the  total  number  of  farms;  or  is  the  survey  made  on 
the  number  that  are  not  electrified? 

Mr.  Strong.  I  will  ask  Mr.  Partridge  to  answer  that. 

Mr.  Partridge.  The  survey  is  made  as  to  the  number  of  farms 
served,  the  electrified  farms  which  we  then  deduct  from  the  total 
number  of  farms  reported  by  the  last  census,  and  come  up  with  the 
nonelect  rifled  farms. 

Last  year,  last  June  30,  in  our  survey,  for  the  first  time,  we  asked 
every  power  supplier,  each  of  the  utilities  and  cooperatives  and 
municiples,  to  indicate  the  number  of  unelectrified  farms  in  their 
service  areas.  In  many  cases  we  got  pretty  good  data  because  they 
had  surveyed  their  areas  and  knew  just  about  what  was  happening, 
kbut  in  other  cases  they  said  they  frankly  did  not  know  how  many 
'  there  were  in  the  service  area.  At  least,  they  gave  us  the  minimum 
figure  of  the  number  of  unelectrified  farms  as  a  check  point  in  checking 
the  date  that  we  had  arrived  at  by  deducting  the  electrified  farms 
from  the  total  number  of  farms  reported  by  the  census. 

Mr.  McIntire.  If  this  legislation  is  approved  then  the  objective  of 
completing  the  lines  to  serve  those  who  are  not  now  electrified  will 
not  be  reduced;  in  other  words,  that  objective  still  would  remain, 
would  it  not? 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes. 

Mr.  McIntire.  But  it  will  permit  a  greater  flexibility  of  the  use 
of  funds  toward  those  areas  where  the  need  is  built  up,  and  where  it 
is  necessary  to  build  up  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  line? 

Mr.  Strong.  That  is  correct.  It  is  the  continuing  policy  of  the 
REA  to  urge  upon  its  electrification  borrowers  the  need  for  being 
constantly  on  their  toes  to  extend  their  lines  out  to  the  limit  of  the 
economic  feasibility  in  order  to  serve  persons  remaining  unserved 
and  to  bring  them  within  reach  of  electric  service. 
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Mr.  McIntire.  With  approximately  90  percent  plus,  of  the  farms 
electrified,  then  we  are  coming  into  that  problem  of  economic  feasibil¬ 
ity  within  the  REA  system  just  the  same  as  there  is  a  problem  of 
economic  feasibility  in  the  so-called  private  utility  business,  are  we 
not? 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes. 

Mr.  McIntire.  There  are  some  areas  that  will  always  remain 
beyond  the  reach  of  even  the  most  reasonable  concept  of  economic 
feasibility,  I  assume? 

Mr.  Strong.  If  we  could  find  some  way  of  transmitting  electric 
power  without  poles  and  wires,  there  is  no  question  but  that  everybody 
could  be  served.  But  it  is  the  cost,  in  some  cases,  of  running  another 
line  of  poles  and  wires  in  order  to  serve  one  of  these  farm  families, 
which  makes  the  service  to  that  particular  connection  prohibitive 
in  cost.  In  some  instances,  examinations  have  been  made  by  both  the 
borrower  and  by  the  REA — the  engineers  and  cost  people — to  deter¬ 
mine  just  where  the  line  of  feasibility  begins  and  where  it  ends,  i 
Connections  asked  for  by  people  in  remote  areas  have  had  to  be  turned  " 
down  because  to  serve  them  would  have  jeopardized  the  feasibility 
of  the  entire  system. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Does  that  not  explain  why  the  percentage  is  so  low 
in  Nevada? 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes. 

Air.  Johnson.  Getting  the  service  out  to  the  ranches,  I  suppose? 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes,  that  has  a  great  deal  to  do  with  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  Those  distances  explain  why  Nevada  has  the  highest 
per  capita  income  and  yet  has  the  lowest  percentage  of  electrification 
in  the  Union. 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes. 

Air.  Hill.  Nevada  gets  her  income  from  the  towns,  not  from  sheep¬ 
raising. 

Mr.  AIcIntire.  Air.  Chairman,  there  is  just  one  other  question 
that  I  would  like  to  get  cleared  up  in  my  own  mind,  and  that  is  with 
reference  to  the  survey,  and  in  which  you  have  stated  that  as  far  as 
your  administrative  agency  is  concerned,  Air.  Strong,  the  cost  is  about 
$3,000  for  this  survey.  Is  this  survey  entirely  an  administrative 
survey?  In  other  words,  the  cost  of  it  is  not  shared  by  Mr.  Ellis’  i 
organization;  it  is  entirely  one  performed  by  the  Rural  Electrification  * 
Administration  and  not  by  the  Association  of  Rural  Electrification 
Cooperatives? 

Air.  Strong.  That  is  correct,  to  the  extent  that  the  REA  part  of  the 
cost  is  concerned.  Our  part  of  the  cost  is  $3,000 — I  do  not  believe 
that  the  NRECA  takes  any  part  in  this  survey. 

Mr.  Ellis.  That  is  true  as  to  an  organization,  but  of  course  the 
local  systems — 

Mr.  AIcIntire.  I  appreciate  that,  but  the  administrative  responsi¬ 
bilities  are  largely  a  part  of  the  service  of  the  REA  and  not  of  the 
cooperative  organization  that  you  represent? 

Air.  Ellis.  That  is  correct. 

Air.  Johnson.  As  a  result  of  Air.  Hope’s  question,  it  would  seem 
to  me  that  in  order  to  get  the  best  picture  across  to  the  people,  it 
would  be  better  for  all  of  the  reports  to  come  out  in  one  report,  and 
at  the  same  time  show  the  amount  of  money  that  was  necessary  to 
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build  up  these  lines  to  meet  present  needs,  so  that  you  would  have 
a  true  picture  in  one  report.  Do  you  agree  with  that? 

Mr.  Strong.  We  would  not  quarrel  with  that,  because  that  is  our 
intention  anyway,  Mr.  Johnson,  except  that  it  might  be  drawing  a 
pretty  fine  point  in  the  law;  I  mean,  getting  pretty  much  into  admin¬ 
istrative  matters - 

Mr.  Johnson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Strong.  Rather  than  an  overall  broad  objective  matter;  but 
that  is  a  matter  that  would  be  up  to  the  committee  and  the  Congress, 
of  course. 

Mr.  Poage.  Any  further  questions  by  members  of  the  committee? 

Mr.  Hope.  Following  up  what  Mr.  Johnson  said,  would  you  have 
any  objection  to  an  amendment  to  H.  R.  5376,  to  a  provision  begin¬ 
ning  in  line  7,  on  page  1  of  the  bill  that  restates  the  existing  language 
with  respect  to  the  survey?  Would  you  have  any  objection  to  amend¬ 
ing  that  so  as  to  provide  that  you  make  the  report  of  the  survey  and 
include  also  the  results  of  the  survey  made  under  the  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  section  2,  putting  that  in  appropriate  language;  I  am  not 
suggesting  the  exact  language. 

Mr.  Strong.  The  only  objection  to  that  that  I  can  see,  Mr.  Hope, 
is  the  rigidity  of  the  requirements.  For  example,  what  I  am  getting 
at  is  this:  There  is  no  requirement  in  the  law  for  the  survey  of  the 
needs  of  the  systems.  The  survey  which  we  conducted  in  this  past 
calendar  year,  and  intend  to  conduct  in  the  future,  we  had  authority 
for  under  the  existing  provisions  of  the  law  in  section  2  of  the  act. 
The  question  of  whether  such  a  specific  requirement  would  or  would 
not  be  too  rigid  is  a  matter  for  the  committee’s  determination,  and  I 
hesitate  to  express  any  opinion  other  than  that  which  I  have  just 
stated  in  connection  with  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  Any  further  questions? 

Mr.  McIntire.  I  would  just  like  to  get  cleared  up  in  my  own  mind, 
Mr.  Strong,  this  thought:  I  am  under  the  impression  that  under  the 
previous  question  relative  to  the  term  “heavying-up,”  that  this  is 
used  primarily  in  relation  to  transmission  lines,  not  to  generating 
lines? 

Mr.  Strong.  That  is  correct,  transmission  and  some  distribution 
lines. 

Mr.  Poage.  Any  further  questions? 

Mr.  Johnson.  There  is  one  further  question  I  want  to  ask.  I 
think  the  question  was  asked  you,  Mr.  Ellis,  how  many  of  the  coopera¬ 
tives  were  producing  power,  and  I  think  you  said  about  45. 

Mr.  Ellis.  Approximately. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Take  this  situation  as  a  good  example,  that  is  in 
Wisconsin,  for  the  generation  of  power,  where  they  produce  power 
for  four  States.  How  many  different  REA’s,  approximately  how 
many,  are  there? 

Mr.  Ellis.  Twenty-two,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Johnson.  So  that  really  that  1  cooperative  produces  for  some 
22  other  cooperatives? 

Mr.  Ellis.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  2  or  3  other  points  which  I 
think  the  committee  might  be  interested  in. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  would  be  glad  to  have  them,  Mr.  Ellis. 

Mr.  Ellis.  The  committee  members  will  recall  that  the  most 
recent  amendment  to  the  REA  Act  provided  for  loans  for  telephones, 
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which  really  sets  up  a  new  administration,  so  far  as  telephones  are 
concerned.  It  has  no  formula  in  it.  There  is  no  formula,  State 
allocation  formula,  in  the  telephone  part  of  the  law  and  we  have  not 
heard  any  complaint  from  any  State  about  the  fact  that  it  was  being- 
discriminated  against  because  of  the  lack  of  some  such  formula  for 
administrative  regulation  as  to  equity  among  the  States. 

Another  thing  that  occurs  to  me  which  may  be  of  interest  to  the 
committee  is  the  fact  that — and  is  one  which  you  well  know  if  you 
think  about  it — is  that  the  census  figures  on  the  number  of  unelec¬ 
trified  farms  come  out  only  every  5  years  and  come  a  year-plus  later, 
at  least  a  year-plus  later,  so  that  the  census  figures  are  never  good  at 
any  one  time ;  they  are  never  accurate  when  needed ;  they  are  never 
current. 

Furthermore,  we  think — and  this  is  a  matter  that  would  take  some 
development,  but  I  do  not  think  that  the  census  figures  are  as  reli  ,ble 
as  the  REA  figures  can  be,  based  upon  both  the  census  figures  and  the 
REA’s  peculiar  knowledge  of  the  rural  areas,  knowledge  which  it 
obtains  from  these  many  sources,  including  the  census  and  the  rural  \ 
electric  systems  and  the  commercial  companies. 

Still  another  thing  that  occurs  to  me  which  might  be  of  interest 
to  the  committee,  is  that  with  the  formula  in  the  law,  the  amount  of 
loan  funds  approved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  this  year  for 
next  year  is  adequate,  we  think,  -  according  to  our  survey,  and  our 
survey  has  hit  the  requirements  right  on  the  head  for  several  years, 
because  it  is  the  request  of  the  systems  themselves.  The  amount  is 
substantially  adequate  if  the  formula  is  eliminated,  we  think,  but  it 
is  not  adequate  if  the  formula  stays  in  the  law. 

Mr.  Poage.  In  other  words,  if  we  can  pass  this  bill,  we  will  be  able 
to  reduce,  not  the  expense  of  improving  the  system,  but  we  will  be 
able  to  reduce  the  appropriation  for  this  program? 

Mr.  Ellis.  That  is  one  way  of  looking  at  it.  But  another  way  to 
look  at  it,  from  our  standpoint,  is  that  you  will  make  the  electric  loan 
authorizations  already  approved  by  the  House  adequate,  whereas  they 
will  not  be  adequate  if  the  formula  stays  in. 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes. 

Mr.  Ellis.  I  would  like  to  suggest  that  the  committee  might  like 
to  have  placed  in  the  record,  and  I  would  like  the  opportunity  to  . 
furnish  for  the  record,  and  I  shall  have  to  send  the  copy  up,  because  I 
the  one  I  have  with  me  is  all  marked  up — it  may  be  that  Mr.  Partridge 
has  a  copy  with  him — REA’s  most  recent  published  statement  as  to 
the  nonelectrified  farms  each  year,  which  contains  a  great  deal  of 
information  broken  down  as  among  the  States  and  in  different  cate¬ 
gories  for  the  committee’s  use. 

I  think  that,  while  Mr.  Strong  is  correct  that  the  public  may  get 
the  wrong  impression  about  the  95  percent,  for  instance,  being  the 
figures  of  farms  electrified  in  the  country,  that  with  the  rest  of  it,  it 
would  overcome  any  erroneous  impression,  if  and  when  you,  we,  or 
the  general  public  want  to  use  the  figures.  They  provide  a  great 
deal  of  information  here  which  just  could  not  come  from  any  other 
source. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  think  it  would  be  very  helpful  to  us  and  without 
objection,  they  will  be  included  in  the  record. 

(The  data  referred  to  follows:) 


Number  and  -percentage  of  farms  electrified  with  central  station  service,  by  Slates,  1935,  1940,  1950,  and  1954 
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Mr.  Ellis.  Now,  there  is  just  one  more  point,  by  way  of  emphasis, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  again  if  you  do  not  have  this,  if  the  people  are 
not  going  to  have  the  95-percent  figure,  together  with  the  supporting 
information  that  was  referred  to,  I  fear  that  what  they  are  going  to 
refer  to  is  this  general  statement  of  the  power  companies  which  they 
have  been  emphasizing  very  strongly  since  1952,  that  the  rural  electri¬ 
fication  program  is  completed,  or  virtually  so.  It  is  a  matter  of  an 
alternative. 

Mr.  Bass.  You  do  not  read  all  of  their  propaganda,  do  you? 

Mr.  Ellis.  No. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  there  any  further  questions?  Did  you  have  a 
question,  Mr.  Johnson? 

Mr.  Johnson.  No;  I  have  had  my  question  answered.  That  was 
with  reference  to  the  difference  between  my  bill  and  the  one  that  you 
introduced. 

Mr.  Poage.  If  there  are  no  further  questions,  we  are  very  much 
obliged  to  each  of  you  gentlemen  for  your  statements. 

We  will  now  hear  from  our  colleague,  Congressman  Lester  Johnson, 
a  distinguished  member  of  this  committee. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  LESTER  R.  JOHNSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  WISCONSIN 

Mr.  Johnson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  believe  it  is  necessary  for 
me  to  review  or  extoll  to  the  members  of  this  committee  the  mag¬ 
nificent  accomplishments  of  the  rural  electrification  program  carried 
out  by  the  REA  cooperatives  for  the  past  20  years.  I  know  that 
some  members  of  this  committee  are  among  the  best  versed  Members 
of  Congress  on  the  record  of  the  REA. 

In  appearing  before  the  committee  at  this  time  in  support  of  my 
bill,  H.  R.  4572,  to  change  the  formula  for  REA  loans,  I  wish  to 
emphasize  that  the  needs  and  conditions  of  REA  have  changed  since 
the  program  was  started  in  1935.  Twenty  years  ago  only  10  percent 
of  the  Nation’s  farms  were  electrified.  The  need  then — and  for  a 
number  of  years  up  to  the  present — was  for  loan  authorizations  to 
develop  rural  electrification  along  horizontal  lines.  In  other  words, 
the  objective  of  the  program  was  to  provide  loan  funds  for  extending 
service  to  the  Nation’s  unelectrified  farms.  This  goal  has  been 
virtually  accomplished  as  is  testified  to  by  the  fact  that  approximately 
93  percent  of  the  Nation’s  farms  are  now  electrified. 

In  the  early  history  of  REA  and  up  to  the  present  time  the  loan 
formula  of  the  program  served  a  worthwhile  purpose  in  guaranteeing 
equity  in  loans  to  all  areas  of  the  country.  Conditions  have  changed 
since  1935  and  the  present  formula  is  outmoded  with  reference  to  the 
needs  of  REA  cooperatives.  There  is  considerable  evidence  now  to 
indicate  that  the  formula  must  be  revised  to  allow  REA  cooperatives 
to  develop  services  along  vertical  lines. 

Mr.  John  Madgett,  general  manager  of  the  Dairvland  Power  Coop¬ 
erative,  has  summarized  this  well  in  the  January  1,  1955,  issue  of  the 
organization’s  publication.  Before  I  quote  in  part  from  Mr.  Mad- 
gett’s  article,  I  wish  to  say  that  the  Dairvland  Power  Cooperative — 
which  serves  all  10  of  the  county  REA  cooperatives  in  rav  district— 
is  the  largest  farmer-owned  electric  power  cooperative  in  the  world. 
In  addition  to  the  REA  co-ops  in  my  district,  Dairyland  Power 
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Cooperative  also  serves  cooperatives  in  other  sections  of  Wisconsin, 
Minnesota,  Iowa,  and  Illinois. 

Here  is  what  Mr.  Madgett  has  to  say  about  rural  electrification 
development: 

After  19  years  of  progress,  however,  experience  has  taught  that  all  rural  areas  in 
the  Nation  are  not  expanding  at  an  equal  rate  as  far  as  their  electrification  programs 
are  concerned.  The  Dairyland  area,  for  example,  has  seen  a  demand  for  power 
which  continually  astounds  even  the  most  optimistic  believers  in  cooperative 
rural  electrification.  Because  of  this,  the  States  in  which  we  serve  have  arrived 
at  a  point  where  a  larger  share  of  REA  funds  is  needed  in  order  to  construct 
heavier  and  more  costly  generation,  transmission  and  distribution  facilities  to 
meet  the  constantly  rising  loads.  Many  areas  in  the  Nation,  of  which  we  are 
one,  have  virtually  reached  a  saturation  point  insofar  as  geographic  or  new 
membership  expansion  is  concerned  and  the  chief  aim  now  is  to  meet  the  increased 
demands  for  power. 

Mr.  Madgett  continues  in  his  column  with  this  significant 
observation: 


Difficult  as  it  is  for  the  uninformed  to  believe,  it  is  still  true  that  this  vertical 
growth,  or  growth  to  meet  greater  power  requirements  of  the  cooperative  member-  ( 
ship,  entails  the  expenditure  of  greater  sums  than  those  needed  to  merely  expand 
into  an  area  to  cover  new  users  of  energy.  Dairyland,  for  example,  found  it 
necessary  to  request  funds  in  the  amount  of  $8)4  million  to  construct  a  new 
50,000-kilowatt  reheat  unit  at  the  Alma  station — almost  an  impossibility  under 
the  present  formula.  Such  a  sum  of  money  was  never  dreamed  of  in  the  early 
days  when  it  was  thought  that  the  generating  station  such  as  ours  at  Genoa  and 
Chippewa  Falls  would  take  care  of  requirements  for  years  to  come.  Even  larger 
units  and  installations  will  be  required  in  the  future. 

From  the  1953  Annual  Report  of  the  Dahyland  Power  Coopera¬ 
tive — and  this  is  the  latest  report  that  I  have — the  story  of  increased 
power  demands  of  patrons  is  dramatically  told  in  figures  of  average 
kilowatt-hours  used  per  month  by  individual  members.  Here  are  the 
statistics  on  the  average  use  per  month  per  member  in  kilowatt-hours. 


Kilowatt-hours 


Kilowatt-hours 


1944 

1945 

1946 

1947 

1948 


130 

139 

160 

188 

220 


1949 

1950 

1951 

1952 

1953 


240 

257 

294 

328 

367 


You  will  note  from  these  figures  that  in  the  10-year  period  from  1944 
through  1953  the  average  member  of  Dairyland  Power  Cooperative  a 
served  cooperatives  has  almost  trebled.  These  figures  bring  into  bold* 
relief  the  problem  of  vertical  demands  confronting  the  REA  coopera¬ 
tives  of  our  country. 

My  bill,  H.  R.  4572,  changes  the  formula  to  meet  in  a  realistic  man¬ 
ner  the  problems  facing  REA  cooperatives  today.  In  addition,  my 
bill — and  I  believe  it  was  the  only  one  with  this  provision  at  the  time 
it  was  introduced— calls  for  the  retention  of  the  annual  survey. 

According  to  information  that  I  have  from  REA  cooperative  leaders, 
they  are  opposed  to  the  elimination  of  the  provision  for  an  annual 
survey.  They  point  out  that  census  figures  are  too  old  to  use  for  prac¬ 
tical  application  in  their  program  work.  As  for  the  statistics  compiled 
by  private  organizations,  these  should  be  used  only  for  comparative 
purposes  and  not  as  authentic  source  material. 

In  closing,  I  wish  to  include  for  the  committee’s  consideration,  and 
the  official  record,  letters  from  Mr.  John  Madgett,  W.  V.  Thomas, 
general  manager,  Wisconsin  Electric  Cooperative,  and  others  citing 


RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ACT  OF  1936 — AMENDMENT  35 


their  support  of  H.  R.  4572.  The  letters,  as  you  will  discover,  outline 
the  case  for  changing  the  loan  formula  and  the  reasons  for  retention  of 
the  annual  survey.  Since  these  leaders  are  acknowledged  experts  in 
the  field  of  rural  electrification,  their  testimony  should  be  given  far 
more  weight  than  mine  as  a  layman.  It  is  for  'that  reason  that  I  am 
asking  the  committee  to  study  these  letters. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  unanimous  consent  to  include 
in  the  record  a  statement  from  the  Dairyland  Power  Cooperative  of 
La  Crosse,  Wis.;  a  statement  of  the  Wisconsin  Electric  Cooperative 
of  Madison,  Wis.;  a  statement  of  the  Eau  Claire  Electric  Cooperative 
of  Eau  Claire,  Wis.,  and  a  letter  from  the  Chippewa  Valley  Electric 
Cooperative  of  Cornell,  Wis. 

Mr.  Poage.  Without  objection,  they  will  be  received  and  made  a 
part  of  the  record. 

(The  statements  referred  to  follow:) 


Dairyland  Power  Cooperative, 

I  La  Crosse,  Wis.,  April  12,  1955. 

^Subject:  H.  R.  4572,  amending  REA  loan  formula. 

Hon.  Lester  R.  Johnson, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Johnson:  I  have  had  an  opportunity  to  review  H.  R. 
4572  and  to  compare  the  changes  which  would  result  from  the  present  legal  require¬ 
ments.  I  heartily  endorse  this  bill  and  trust  that  you  will  make  every  effort  to 
secure  its  passage. 

The  Dairyland  Power  Cooperative  and  the  whole  cooperative  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  movement  in  the  United  States  has  a  great  deal  at  stake  on  this  issue.  My 
general  views  on  the  subject  are  expressed  in  the  January  issue  of  Dairyland’s 
house  organ  entitled,  Dairyland  Current  Matters.  My  views  appear  on  pages  2 
and  12.  Kindly  feel  free  to  use  this  article  if  you  care  to.  I  am  enclosing  three 
copies  of  the  issue  and,  hence,  do  not  need  to  recapitulate  here  the  importance  of 
the  loan  formula  change  to  Dairyland. 

Your  bill  accomplishes  three  basic  objectives  which  are  highly  desirable: 

(1)  It  modifies  the  present  unwieldy  and,  all  too  often,  impossible  loan  formula. 

(2)  It  makes  provisions  on  a  practical  basis  for  meeting  the  growing  require¬ 
ments  for  larger  loans  for  cooperative  generation  and  transmission. 

(3)  It  requires  that  the  Administrator  continue  the  annual  survey  to  determine 
the  number  of  farms  not  having  central  station  service. 

From  1938  to  the  present  time  the  size  of  Dairyland’s  generating  units  have 
increased  from  700  to  50,000  kilowatts.  The  cost  per  unit  has  increased  from 
$100,000  to  $8,400,000.  Even  larger  units  and,  therefore,  larger  initial  loans 
kWill  be  necessary  to  meet  our  future  needs.  Hence,  the  longer  we  go  the  more 
'difficult  and  impossible  it  becomes  to  make  adequate  construction  loans  for 
generation  and  transmission  to  meet  our  ever-expanding  needs.  In  fact,  I 
seriously  doubt  whether  Dairyland’s  next  loan  request  can  be  met  under  the 
present  formula. 

One  thing  we  should  not  lose  sight  of  is  the  overall  jirogress  of  cooperative 
rural  electrification  throughout  the  Nation.  Hence,  I  urgently  suggest  that  the 
annual  survey  on  unelectrified  farms  be  definitely  retained  and  that  other  studies 
not  inconsistent  therewith  be  continued  so  that  the  Nation  as  a  whole  can  at  all 
times  be  fully  informed  regarding  progress. 

It  is  my  sincere  conviction  that  the  change  in  legislation  will  be  beneficial  not 
only  to  Dairyland  Power  Cooperative  but  to  rural  electric  cooperatives  throughout 
the  Nation,  allowing  them  a  normal  growth  without  being  limited  in  so  many 
instances  under  the  outmoded  State-allotment  formula.  The  extent  of  Dairy¬ 
land’s  future  progress  and  its  ability  to  meet  its  system  requirements  would 
definitely  be  affected  by  the  outcome  of  action  on  your  bill. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Dairyland  Power  Cooperative, 
John  P.  Madgett, 

General  Manager. 


36  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ACT  OF  193  6 - AMENDMENT 


Wisconsin  Electric  Cooperative, 

Madison,  Wis.,  April.  13,  19-53. 

Hon.  Lester  Johnson,  M.  C., 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Johnson:  On  behalf  of  the  rural  electric  cooperatives  of 
Wisconsin,  our  public  relations  committee  has  instructed  me  to  thank  you  for 
introducing  H.  R.  1572.  This  measure,  if  it  becomes  law,  promises  to  remove  the 
constant  cloud  of  uncertainty  regarding  loan  appropriations  for  REA-financed 
cooperatives. 

We  are  happy  to  see  that  REA  Administrator  Aneher  Nelsen,  also  spokesmen 
for  the  Farm  Bureau,  Farmers  Union,  and  our  own  National  Rural  Electric  Co¬ 
operative  Association  have  recommended  elimination  of  the  formula.  This 
formula  language  has  always  been  a  continuing  threat  to  the  welfare  of  Dairyland 
Power  Cooperative  because  the  need  of  Dairyland  for  generating  funds  is  greater 
each  year  due  to  the  increasing  use  of  electricity  in  our  rural  area.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  in  the  case  of  the  last  loan  made  to  Dairyland  it  has  been  a  nip-and-tuck 
proposition  under  the  present  formula  language  to  get  the  amount  ot  funds  neces¬ 
sary  to  purchase  the  required  generating  capacity. 

We  particularly  want  to  thank  you  for  inclusion  in  your  bill  the  retention  of  the 
annual  survey  of  un electrified  farms.  This  survey  is  the  best  way  we  know  of^ 
assuring  the  Congress  and  the  public  of  the  accurate  status  of  rural  electrification® 
in  the  United  States.  It  is  the  type  of  information  which  provides  us  all  with  an^ 
intelligent  tool  to  appraise  the  need  for  loan  funds.  This  survey  has  been  carried 
on  over  the  years  at  nominal  cost,  and  has  proven  itself  over  and  over  again  when¬ 
ever  a  question  arose  concerning  progress  of  the  program.  We  feel  that  to  remove 
the  survey  at  this  time  would  fail  to  realize  any  substantial  saving,  yet  would 
whittle  away  at  the  amount  of  factual  information  required  for  intelligent  appraisal 
of  the  progress  of  this  program. 

Wisconsin's  rural  electric  cooperatives  again  thank  you  for  introducing  this  • 
measure,  and  urge  that  you  do  everything  possible  to  steer  it  into  law. 

Cordially  and  respectfully, 

Wisconsin  Electric  Cooperative, 

W.  V.  Thomas,  General  Manager. 


Eau  Claire  Electric  Cooperative, 

Eau  Claire ,  Wis.,  April  7,  19-55. 

Hon.  Lester  Johnson, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  I).  C. 

Dear  Sir:  I  was  pleased  to  receive  a  copy  of  your  bill,  H.  R.  4572,  which 
changes  the  formula  governing  allocation  of  rural  electrification  loans.  Although 
most  of  the  farms  in  Wisconsin  are  receiving  central-station  energy  the  REA- 
financed  cooperatives  are  required  to  add  capacity  to  their  systems  to  serve  addi¬ 
tional  electrical  loads  connected  by  these  farmers.  I 

Increasing  the  capacity  of  our  distribution  systems  does  not  alone  solve  the 
problem  as  it  is  also  necessary  that  we  have  adequate  transmission  and  generation 
facilities.  It  is  as  important  to  our  member-owners  to  have  our  power  delivered 
into  our  distribution  cooperative  area  as  delivering  the  energy  from  the  substation 
to  the  farmer.  For  that  reason  it  is  necessary  that  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministrator  be  permitted  to  loan  funds  to  Dairyland  Power  Cooperative,  our  sup¬ 
plier,  and  the  distribution  cooperatives  to  improve  facilities  when  and  where 
needed. 

Unless  Dairyland  Power  Cooperative  is  permitted  through  the  use  of  loan  funds 
to  improve  its  generation  and  transmission  facilities  several  years  in  advance  of 
the  load  requirements  the  farmers  served  by  their  electric  cooperatives  would 
seriously  suffer. 

We  sincerely  believe  that,  your  bill,  H.  R.  4572,  will  accomplish  the  necessary 
changes  in  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  to  the  benefit  of  both  city  and  rural  people. 

Sincerely  yours, 


V.  M.  Dufeck,  Manager. 
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Chippewa  V 

Mr.  Lester  Johnson, 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  D.  C. 


alley  Electric  Cooperative, 

Cornell,  Wis.,  April  7,  1955. 


Dear  Lester:  In  reply  to  yours  of  the  31st  of  March.  I  have  no  comment 
to  make  on  your  bill  H.  1?..  4572;  it  seems  to  me  these  changes  are  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  majority,  and  that  was  the  basic  idea  of  the  REA  program. 

I  also  wish  to  take  this  opportunity  to  congratulate  you  on  the  fine  showing 
you  are  giving  our  district. 

Yours  very  truly, 

It.  L.  Cleaves,  Manager. 


Mr.  Poage.  If  there  is  nothing  further,  the  committee  will  go  into 
executive  session. 

(The  following  statement  was  submitted  to  the  subcommittee:) 


Statement  of  Hon.  Lee  Metcalf,  a  Representative  in  Congress  From 

the  State  of  Montana 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  on  behalf  of  the  several  bills,  among  them  mine,  to  modernize  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act. 

My  bill  would  abolish  the  restrictive  State-allotment  formula  for  loan  funds 
and  would  require  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  to  continue  the 
annual  survey,  which  Administrator  Nelson  proposes  to  eliminate. 

Conditions  have  changed  since  the  program  began  in  1935.  At  that  time, 
when  only  10  percent  of  this  Nation’s  farms  were  electrified,  the  need  was  for 
loan  authorizations  to  extend  service  to  as  many  farms  as  possible.  The  loan 
formula  was  necessary  and  proper  as  long  as  this  was  so,  for  it  guaranteed  all 
parts  of  this  country  a  share  in  the  program. 

Today,  however,  93  percent  of  our  farms  have  electricity.  And  the  number 
of  unelectrified  farms  in  a  State  no  longer  presents  a  true  picture  of  the  need 
for  loan  funds  in  that  State.  Today’s  need,  which  several  previous  witnesses 
have  documented  so  well,  is  for  money  for  costly  system  improvements  necessary 
to  meet  the  constantly  increasing  demand  for  power. 

I  am  told  that  the  largest  single  need  for  loan  funds  is  for  generation  and 
transmission  systems.  Cooperatives  in  this  field  have  an  average  investment 
of  $10  million.  When  the  need  for  additional  facilities  occurs,  there  may  not 
be  enough  money  available  under  the  State-allotment  formula  to  make  such 
loans  and  at  the  same  time  meet  other  needs  within  a  particular  State. 

As  yet,  we  do  not  have  the  generating  and  transmission  problem  in  Montana. 
But  the  Administration  apparently  is  pushing  “partnership”  development  of  at 
least  one  proposed  multipurpose  project,  Yellovtail  Dam,  in  my  State.  Genera¬ 
tion  and  transmission  system  loan  funds  would  be  needed  if  anyone  besides  the 
Montana  Power  Co.  is  going  to  be  a  “partner”  in  Yellowtail  Dam.  Without  loan 
funds  for  generation  and  transmission  systems,  no  public  body  in  Montana  could 
join  in  this  partnership  development — leaving  partnership  solely  for  Montana 
Power  Co. 

Experience  has  shown  that  loan-fund  needs  often  are  cyclical.  In  1  year,  the 
need  in  a  given  State  may  be  low.  In  another  year  it  may  be  high.  The  present 
rigid  formula  does  not  permit  adjustments  to  meet  this  cyclical  need. 

The  formula  also  requires  allocation  of  funds  to  at  least  three  States  in  which  no 
loans  have  ever  been  made  and  probably  never  will  be. 

Further,  if  the  formula  is  not  abolished,  rural  electrics  will  continue  to  be  placed 
in  the  unfortunate  position  of  having  to  ask  millions  of  dollars  more  than  they 
actually  need — just  to  get  around  the  formula.  This  year  for  example,  the 
original  request  was  for  $419  million — when  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  restrictive 
formula  $169  million  would  have  been  enough  to  do  the  job.  This  makes  the 
whole  program  look  bad.  And  it  makes  the  program  vulnerable. 

The  annual  survey  is  the  only  available  reliable  source  of  statistical  information 
on  rural  electrification.  To  do  away  with  it  would  mean  reliance  on  inadequate 
private  sources  for  the  current  factual  data  which  is  the  only  basis  for  a  sound 
program. 

I  am  disturbed  to  note  that  the  Administration  is  gradually  reducing  its  program 
of  current  statistics  on  agriculture,  the  only  segment  of  our  economy  where  in- 
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comes  are  falling.  Agricultural  statistics  already  are  behind  the  times.  Facilities 
for  presenting  current  statistics  on  farm  economics  should  be  expanded  instead  of 
being  cut. 

I  have  seen  no  recommendation  that  the  Government’s  business  statistics 
program  be  cut.  I  see  no  reason  for  singling  out  the  farmer  for  such  a  reduction. 

(Whereupon,  the  committee  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of 
business  in  executive  session.) 
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THURSDAY,  MARCH  23,  1955 

United  States  Senate, 

Subcommittee  on  Allocation  of  REA  Funds, 

of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.  m.,  pursuant  to  call,  in  room  324, 
Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Hubert  H.  Humphrey  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Humphrey  and  Scott. 

Senator  Humphrey.  The  hearing  will  come  to  order.  We  will 
proceed  with  the  hearing.  We  will  start  out  with  consideration  of 
|S.  153,  a  bill  introduced  by  Senator  Thye  for  himself,  Senator  Aiken, 
and  Senator  Young,  to  amend  the  REA  Act  of  1936. 

We  have  a  report  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  relating  to 
this  bill,  which  is  a  letter  addressed  to  Senator  Ellender,  dated  Febru¬ 
ary  3,  1955.  We  will  ask  that  that  be  incorporated  in  the  record, 
together  with  S.  153. 

Also,  there  is  a  letter  addressed  to  Senator  Ellender  of  March  2, 
1955,  from  Mr.  Ellis  of  the  National  Ruraul  Electric  Cooperative 
Association.  We  will  also  have  that  incorporated  at  this  point  in  the 
record. 

We  also  have  a  statement  by  James  G.  Patton,  president  of  the 
National  Farmers  Union,  in  support  of  S.  153.  That  will  be  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  documents  referred  to  above  are  as  follows:) 

[S.  153,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (a)  section  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  903),  is  amended  by  striking  out  subsections  (c), 
|(d),  and  (e)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

'  “(c)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made  available  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act 

are  not  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  are  made  available, 
such  unexpended  or  unobligated  sums  shall  be  available  for  loans  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  in  the  following  year  or  years.” 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of  such  Act  is  redesignated  as  subsection  (d) . 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7 
U.  S.  C.  904),  is  amended  by  striking  out  “the  provisions  of  sections  3  (d)  and  3  (e) 
but  without  regard  to  the  10  per  centum  limitation  therein  contained”,  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “section  3”. 


Department  of  Acriculture, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  February  3,  1955. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Seno.te  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  January  12,  1955, 
for  a  report  on  S.  153,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936.  The 
bill  eliminates  provisions  governing  the  allotment  of  electrification  loan  funds 
among  the  several  States. 
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We  favor  enactment  of  the  bill  and  urge  its  consideration  at  the  earliest  pos¬ 
sible  date.  The  1956  budget  recommends  a  $35  million  reserve  authorization  for 
rural  electrification  loans'  which  would  be  available  “only  if  the  provisions  in 
effect  January  1,  1955,  of  the  allotment  formulas  set  forth  in  paragraphs  (c)  and 
(d)  of  section  3  of  said  (Rural  Electrification)  Act  are  not  repealed  by  a  law  en¬ 
acted  by  the  first  session,  Eighty-fourth  Congress.”  Enactment  of  S.  153  prior 
to  consideration  of  and  action  upon  the  Department  of  Agriculture  appropriation 
bill  for  fiscal  1956  would  eliminate  the  need  for  inclusion  of  the  $35  million  re¬ 
serve  loan  authorization  conditionally  recommended  in  the  budget. 

Subsections  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  of  section  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  as  en¬ 
acted  and  now  in  force  prescribe  a  formula  for  the  allotment  of  electrification 
loan  funds.  Fifty  percent  of  the  annual  amount  made  available  by  the  Congress 
must  be  allotted  for  loans  in  the  several  States  in  the  proportion  which  the  num¬ 
ber  of  their  unelectrified  farms  bears  to  the  total  number  of  unelectrified  farms  in 
the  United  States.  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  remaining  50  percent  and 
of  any  carried-over  funds  may  be  loaned  in  one  State  or  in  all  of  the  Territories. 

In  1936  when  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  was  enacted,  then  available  sta¬ 
tistics  showed  about  1  out  of  10  of  our  farms  receiving  central  station  electric 
service.  There  were  large  disparities  between  the  individual  States  in  respect  to 
the  percentage  of  farms  electrified,  ranging  from  0.9  percent  in  Mississippi  to 
53.9  percent  in  California. 

The  allotment  formula  served  the  very  useful  purpose  of  assuring  distribution  A 
of  electrification  loan  funds  where  needed.  It  has  now  outlived  its  usefulness.™ 
As  of  June  30,  1954,  it  is  estimated  by  REA  that  99.3  percent  of  the  Nation’s 
farms  are  electrified.  Farm  electrification  in  31  States  exceeds  the  national  aver¬ 
age;  in  43  States  more  than  85  percent  of  the  farms  are  electrified. 

The  need  for  electrification  loan  funds  can  no  longer  be  measured  accurately 
on  the  basis  of  unelectrified  farms.  The  only  sound  criteria  are  whether  the  loan 
is  needed  to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  the  act  and  whether  it  will  meet  statutory 
requirements.  It  is  increasingly  apparent  that  the  greatest  need  for  loans  will 
arise  where  improvemeifts  must  be  made  in  systems  built  during  the  early  days 
of  rural  electrification  and  where  new  or  additional  power  sources  must  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  meet  steadily  growing  demands  for  electricity  on  the  farm. 

Elimination  of  the  allotment  limitations  will  contribute  to  the  more  expeditious 
and  effective  conduct  of  the  rural  electrification  program  by  (a)  providing  flexi¬ 
bility  in  its  administration  and  making  loan  funds  available  for  lending  where 
and  as  needed  rather  than  as  prescribed  by  rigid  limitations  which  are  no  longer 
valid  for  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  established  and  ( b )  reducing  annual 
requirements  for  loan  funds  which  because  of  the  existing  limitations  have  neces¬ 
sarily  been  in  excess  of  total  actual  loan  needs.  It  will  also  remove  the  necessity 
for  annual  surveys  of  unelectrified  farms  which  are  burdensome  and  now  needless. 

The  Congress  has  to  some  extent  already  been  apprised  of  the  need  for  reexam¬ 
ining  the  validity  of  these  statutory  limitations.  Suggestion  that  the  formula 
be  changed  was  made  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  as  early  as  May  18,  1949,  during 
discussion  of  the  provision  for  additional  contingent  electrification  loan  funds  in 
the  1950  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act.  The  1952  budget  recommended  elimi¬ 
nation  of  the  formula  and  the  1954  budget  proposed  a  modification  to  permit  A, 
freer  use  of  the  additional  contingent  amounts  to  be  provided  for  that  year.  ™ 
Amendments  to  the  1954  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act  carrying  out  the  budget 
proposal  were  offered  from  the  floor  of  both  the  House  and  the  Senate.  Points 
of  order  were  sustained  against  both  amendments  on  the  basis  of  their  being 
legislation  in  an  appropriation  bill. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


True  D.  Morse,  Acting  Secretary. 


National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  2,  1955. 

Hon.  Allen  j.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  We  appreciate  your  having  Mr.  Stanton  call  us 
concerning  S.  153. 

As  you  know,  the  rural  electric  cooperatives  have  been  trying  for  years  to  rid 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  these  limiting  provisions  pertaining  to  the  allot- 
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ment  formula  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936.  Consequently,  we  are 
entirely  in  sympathy  with  the  objective  enunciated  in  S.  153. 

However,  S.  153,  as  it  is  drawn,  would  also  eliminate  a  provision  which  we  feel 
is  quite  important  to  the  rural  electric  people.  This  is  the  clause  in  section  3  (c) 
which  provides  that: 

“The  Administrator  shall,  within  90  days  after  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year, 
determine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States  the  number  of  farms  not  then 
receiving  such  service.” 

We  feel  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  Congress,  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion,  and  the  rural  electric  systems  that  this  survey  continue.  Our  reasons  are 
as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  results  of  the  survey  are  available  each  year  to  the  Congress,  it  will 
undoubtedly  be  of  value  to  you  when  evaluating  the  progress  of  the  rural  elec¬ 
trification  program,  and  also  the  need  for  each  State  under  the  act. 

(2)  It  could  sen  e  the  same  purpose  to  the  Administrator  in  his  evaluation  of 
the  progress  of  the  rural  electrification  program. 

(3)  It  will  also  be  of  great  use  to  the  rural  electric  systems  in  determining  their 
progress  toward  100  percent  areawide  coverage,  and  will  also  indicate  to  them 
just  where  additional  work  is  needed. 

For  these  reasons  we  feel  that  S.  153  would  be  greatly  improved  if  the  clause 
referred  to  above  could  be  put  back  into  S.  153.  This  could  be  accomplished  by 
a  short  amendment  to  S.  153  by  adding  the  provision  immediately  following  the 
word  “years”  in  line  11,  page  1 ;  or  a  new  subsection  could  be  added  to  S.  153 
putting  the  above-quoted  clause  back  into  the  bill. 

In  view  of  the  interest  of  our  people  in  the  retention  of  the  annual  survey  we 
feel  it  would  be  well  for  us  to  voice  our  objections  on  this  one  item.  Consequently, 
if  your  committee  does  not  want  to  accept  the  amendment  we  have  proposed, 
we  would  be  very  grateful  to  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  your  com¬ 
mittee  and  state  our  views  on  this  matter. 

Again  we  express  our  thanks  to  you  and  your  committee  for  your  continuing 
interest  in  the  program,  as  evidenced  by  your  desire  to  move  quickly  on  this  bill. 

We  certainly  appreciate  being  able  to  express  our  views  to  you. 

Best  regards, 


Clyde  T.  Ellis,  General  Manager. 


Statement  Filed  by  James  G.  Patton,  President,  National  Farmers  Union 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we  are  presenting  this  statement 
in  support  of  S.  153,  sponsored  by  Senators  Thye,  Aiken,  and  Young.  We  believe 
that  the  formula  which  requires  half  of  the  total  funds  appropriated  for  rural 
electrification  in  any  one  year  to  be  distributed  in  proportion  to  population  and 
unelectrified  farms  has  outlived  its  usefulness.  The  job  of  connecting  American 
farms  with  central  electric  service  stations  is  almost  completed.  About  93  per¬ 
cent  of  the  Nation’s  farms  now  enjoy  the  benefits  of  electricity.  Only  farms  in 
the  most  sparsely  settled  and  remote  areas  are  unable  to  get  electricity. 

We  wish  to  pay  tribute  to  the  magnificent  job  which  has  been  accomplished  in 
the  last  20  years.  When  the  program  started  in  1935,  only  10  percent  of  the 
Nation’s  farms  were  electrified.  Over  the  bitter  opposition  of  private  power 
companies  loan  funds  have  been  secured  which  enable  millions  of  farmers  to  pool 
their  efforts  in  the  distribution  of  electric  power.  Although  this  fact  is  well  known, 
we  do  not  think  it  can  be  mentioned  too  often  that  the  rural-electrification  program 
is  self-liquidating  and  that  it  actually  brings  funds  into  the  United  States 
Treasury.  Contrary  to  a  recent  advertisement  in  the  March  4,  1955,  issue  of 
Collier’s  magazine  and  March  1955  issue  of  American  magazine,  people  living  in 
urban  areas  are  not  subsidizing  the  rural  electrification  program.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  the  rural  electrification  program  has  indirectly  enabled  people  living  in 
cities  and  towns  to  enjoy  a  higher  standard  of  living.  It  has  indirectly  furnished 
customers  for  those  selling  electrical  appliances  and  thereby  has  resulted  in  the 
employment  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  workers  in  the  electrical  industries. 

The  primary  need  in  the  future  is  a  vertical  expansion  of  REA.  There  are 
shortages  appearing  in  various  areas  in  the  United  States.  Farmers  are  running 
out  of  power;  they  need  new  generators,  new  transmission  lines  and  other  facilities 
because  demand  has  grown  so  fast  that  existing  facilities  are  unable  to  supply 
and  to  transmit  energy  needed  on  American  farms.  Installation  of  new  generating 
and  transmission  facilities  will  necessitate  loaning  a  disappropriationate  amount 
of  money  in  areas  suffering  these  shortages.  Two  notable  examples  are  the 
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States  of  Colorado  and  Illinois,  which  are  unable  to  obtain  needed  funds  for  gen¬ 
erating  and  transmission  purposes  even  though  Congress  has  appropriated  the 
money.  The  formula  acts,  at  the  present  time,  as  a  bottleneck  which  prevents 
vertical  expansion.  This  is  the  principle  reason  we  are  urging  it  be  eliminated 
by  enactment  of  this  legislation. 

According  to  our  information,  the  elimination  of  this  formula  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  bill  w  ill  eliminate  also  the  certain  statistical  work  which  heretofore 
has  been  done  by  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration.  We  urge  therefore 
that  the  bill  be  amended  to  provide  that  the  annual  survey  as  to  the  number  of 
electrified  and  unelectrified  farms  be  carried  on  in  the  future  as  it  has  in  the 
past.  We  do  not  feel  that  the  census  figures  are  sufficient.  It  is  reported  that 
takers  of  the  census  do  not  reach  some  remote  areas.  In  any  event  census  figures 
are  from  a  year  to  a  year  and  a  half  late.  American  farmers  should  not  have  to 
depend  on  figures  of  the  Edison  Electric  Institute  in  regard  to  unelectrified  farms. 
Since  this  group  is  opposed  and  has  always  been  opposed  to  the  rural  electrification 
program,  we  feel  that  it  would  be  a  great  mistake  to  take  this  annual  survey 
out  of  the  hands  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  urge  therefore  that  the  bill  be  amended  in  this  respect. 

Senator  Humphrey.  The  first  witness,  I  believe,  is  the  Adminis¬ 
trator,  Mr.  Aneher  Nelsen. 

You  may  proceed,  Mr.  Nelsen. 

STATEMENT  OF  ANCHER  NELSEN,  ADMINISTRATOR;  FRED  H. 

STRONG,  DEPUTY  ADMINISTRATOR;  AND  ROBERT  D.  PART¬ 
RIDGE,  PROGRAM  ANALYST,  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  AD¬ 
MINISTRATION 

Mr.  Nelsen.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  committee, 
my  purpose  in  coming  before  you  today  is  to  discuss  and  endorse 
the  proposed  repeal  of  the  so-called  State  allotment  formula  in  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act.  It  is  a  change  we  believe  will  enable  us 
to  administer  the  program  more  efficiently  and  to  be  more  responsive 
to  the  needs  of  the  people  served  by  the  program. 

As  background  to  consideration  of  this  proposed  change,  I  would 
like  to  mention  some  aspects  of  the  REA  program  and  to  take  stock 
of  where  we  are  in  rural  electrification  today. 

UNIVERSAL  RURAL  ELECTRIC  SERVICE — AREA  COVERAGE 

As  of  June  30,  1954,  we  estimated  that  4,966,000  or  92.3  percent  of 
our  farms  were  receiving  central  station  electric  service.  Since  then 
new  farm  connections  have  been  made  at  a  rate  estimated  to  be  suffi¬ 
cient  to  bring  the  number  of  electrified  farms  today  to  just  over  5 
million,  or  93  percent  of  the  total. 

The  rate  of  farm  connections  is  much  slower  than  it  has  been  in  past 
years.  This  is  to  be  expected  at  this  stage.  What  is  left  consists 
largely  of  the  farms  whose  operators  do  not  wish  or  feel  they  cannot 
afford  electric  service  even  though  it  may  be  available  to  them  right 
at  their  door;  farms  which  are  so  remote  from  powerlines  that  service 
to  them  poses  as  yet  unsolved  problems  of  economic  feasibility;  and 
farms  occupied  by  families  which  are  not  able  to  afford  electric  service. 
It  is  not  possible  to  distribute  the  416,000  farms  estimated  to  be 
without  electric  service  on  June  30,  1954,  among  these  groups  with 
any  assurance  of  accuracy.  REA  borrowers  are  being  encouraged 
to  bring  service  to  those  who  want  it. 

The  REA  survey  made  on  June  30,  1954,  shows  distribution  of 
unelectrified  farms  by  States.  Ten  Southern  and  Southwestern 
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States  account  for  about  258,000  unelectrified  farms  or  62  percent  of 
the  total.  Aside  from  these  States,  no  State  had  more  than  10,000 
unelectrified  farms. 

While  it  would  seem  that  the  job  of  farm  electrification  is  approach¬ 
ing  substantial  completion,  I  must  caution  you  that  this  is  not  neces¬ 
sarily  so.  American  agriculture  is  like  everything  else  American: 
it  is  dynamic,  not  static.  New  farms  are  being  added  while  old  ones 
are  being  retired  from  active  production  or  are  being  merged  into 
others.  The  job  of  electrifying  our  farms  will  never  be  100  percent 
completed  for  the  same  reason  the  job  of  building  automobiles  or 
better  mousetraps  will  never  be  done.  But  we  are  well  on  our  way  to 
making  rural  electric  service  universally  available. 

FINANCIAL  SOUNDNESS 

REA  electrification  loans  total  almost  $3  billion,  about  $250  million 
of  which  were  made  during  my  tenure  as  Administrator.  We  firmly 
believe  that  the  REA  loans  with  very  few  exceptions  are  sound  and 
will  be  repaid  within  the  time  agreed,  with  interest. 

It  is  a  matter  of  great  satisfaction  to  us  to  report  that  since  April 

1953  the  number  of  delinquent  borrowers  has  been  reduced  from  35 
to  13  and  the  number  of  borrowers  which  have  made  advance  pay¬ 
ments  increased  from  704  to  745.  Dollarwise,  delinquencies  have 
been  cut  more  than  half  from  $626,557  to  $307,341 ;  advance  payments 
increased  about  45  percent,  from  $54,350,853  to  $78,647,457. 

We  are  not  complacent  about  the  record,  particularly  when  we 
reflect  upon  the  effort  required  to  achieve  it  and  then  look  ahead  to  the 
precipitate  increases  in  debt-payment  load  which  the  next  few  years 
bring.  But  we  are  constantly  preparing  to  meet  the  challenge  of 
helping  our  borrowers  to  maintain  their  record.  We  are  improving 
our  techniques  for  helping  our  borrowers  which  appear  to  be  in  danger 
of  financial  difficulties  and  devising  new  ones  for  avoiding  and  curing 
defaults. 

Perhaps  one  of  the  most  important  contributions  toward  assuring 
financial  stability  of  our  borrowers  has  been  the  power-use  promotion 
work  carried  on  in  cooperation  with  all  segments  of  the  electric  in¬ 
dustry  and  with  the  colleges  and  Extension  Service.  These  groups  are 
working  together  under  auspices  of  the  Interindustry  Farm  Electric 
Utilization  Council  and  their  effort  promises  great  dividends  not  only 
to  our  borrowers  but  to  their  farmer-consumers  and  also  to  the 
Government  by  enhancing  its  loan  security. 

ADEQUATE  POWER  SUPPLY 

Major  progress  has  been  made  in  improving  the  supply  of  electric 
power  in  rural  areas.  We  have  worked  with  our  borrowers  in  meeting 
power-supply  needs  as  they  occurred  and  in  forestalling  power-supply 
emergencies  before  they  occur. 

Loans  for  generation  and  transmission  facilities  were  made  where 
required  as  a  means  to  lower  cost  of  electricity  for  farmers.  During 

1954  they  amounted  to  slightly  more  than  $40  million  and  will  add 
something  over  100,000  kilowatts  to  borrowers’  generating  capacity. 
Important  developments  have  occurred  in  interconnecting  and  inte¬ 
grating  borrowers’  facilities  with  neighboring  facilities  to  minimize 
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the  higher  costs  usually  associated  with  isolated  systems  of  relatively 
small  capacity. 

The  wholesale  cost  of  power  has  dropped  and,  more  important,  the 
average  cost  per  kilowatt-hour  of  power  to  the  residential  consumer, 
both  farm  and  nonfarm,  dropped  from  3.22  cents  in  1953  to  3.06 
cents  in  1954.  At  the  same  time,  net  margins  of  electrification  bor¬ 
rowers  went  up  nearly  40  percent. 

Senator  Humphrey.  What  do  you  mean  by  that? 

Mr.  Nelsen.  The  net  margins. 

Senator  Humphrey.  You  mean  the  profit? 

Mr.  Nelsen.  The  margins  to  the  cooperatives  went  up  by  40 
percent. 

Mr.  Strong.  They  are  not  called  profits.  It  is  the  operating 
margins,  the  excess  of  revenues  over  operating  expenses.  And  some 
excess  is  necessary  in  order  to  make  possible  the  repayment  of  the 
Government  loan. 

Senator  Humphrey.  I  just  wanted  to  get  that  terminology  ex¬ 
plained  here  for  the  record. 

In  other  words,  these  are  your  operating  margins  that  you  feel  are 
important  for  the  solvency  of  the  loan? 

Mr.  Strong.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Humphrey.  To  guarantee  the  long-term  repayment  of  the 
Government  loan? 

Mr.  Strong.  And  to  keep  the  cooperatives  in  good,  sound  financial 
shape,  so  that  at  all  times  they  have  a  sufficient  amount  of  cash  on 
hand  to  meet  whatever  emergencies  might  arise. 

Senator  Humphrey.  You  have  been  working  toward  getting  that  ' 
margin  limit  up  a  little  bit,  all  the  way  along  here,  I  gather  it. 

Mr.  Strong.  Yes. 

As  Mr.  Nelsen  has  indicated,  efforts  have  been  made  and  are  con¬ 
tinuing  along  that  line. 

Senator  Humphrey.  And  this  lower  cost,  just  as  a  point  of  expla¬ 
nation,  from  3.22  cents  to  3.06  cents  you  feel  is  the  result  primarily 
of  these  interconnecting  efforts — I  mean,  working  out  of  these  iso¬ 
lated  power  units,  integrating  them  into  a  broader  system? 

Mr.  Strong.  Not  entirely  so.  It  is  due  in  part  also  to  the  in¬ 
creased  use  of  power. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Yes. 

Mr.  Strong.  By  the  farmer.  As  the  volume  of  use  increases  the 
average  cost  per  kilowatt-hour  drops. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Very  good.  I  just  felt  that  it  is  helpful  to 
document  those  figures  just  a  little  bit  more.  Go  ahead,  Mr.  Nelsen. 

Mr.  Nelsen.  Looking  to  the  future,  appropriate  and  effective  steps 
have  been  taken  to  assure  participation  by  the  rural  electric  systems 
in  any  cost  reductions  that  the  use  of  atomic  energy  may  bring  about. 

BORROWER  SELF-RELIANCE 

The  rural  electrification  program  is  free  enterprise.  The  REA 
borrowers  own  and  operate  their  rural  electric  systems;  their  relation¬ 
ship  with  REA  is  that  of  a  borrower.  In  their  initial  organization 
and  their  early  days  of  operation,  REA  provided  considerable  assist¬ 
ance  to  them.  As  they  have  gained  operating  experience  and  financial 
strength,  REA  assistance  in  engineering,  accounting,  and  management 
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has  been  gradually  decreased.  Today,  most  of  the  electric  borrowers 
are  providing  for  themselves  most  of  the  services  formerly  provided 
by  REA.  The  assistance  to  borrowers  being  provided  by  REA 
at  the  present  time  is  limited  almost  entirely  to  working  with 
those  borrowers  who  have  financial  difficulties  at  present,  or  will 
apparently  have  financial  difficulties  as  their  debt  payments  in¬ 
crease  in  the  future. 


EFFICIENT  ADMINISTRATION 

We  have  given  continuous  attention  to  improved  administration  of 
the  program.  Wherever  possible,  changes  that  will  improve  efficiency 
and  reduce  administrative  costs  have  been  made.  We  have  made 
organizational  changes  and  procedural  changes  which  have  resulted  in 
improved  efficiency  during  the  past  year  and,  at  the  same  time,  we 
effected  a  substantial  savings  in  administrative  costs. 

We  have  reduced  the  time  required  for  handling  electric  loan  appli¬ 
cations.  The  loan  process  has  been  cut  to  a  minimum  for  those 
borrowers  which  are  well  established  and  have  good  operating  records; 
Applications  under  the  simplified  procedure  are  being  processed  in 
about  50  percent  of  the  time  formerly  required.  About  one-third  of 
the  present  applications  are  in  this  category  and  we  are  currently 
working  on  other  improvements  which  may  raise  this  percentage  as 
high  as  45  percent.  This  has  helped  to  cut  down  the  backlog  of 
loan  applications  to  just  about  half  of  what  it  was  2  years  ago.  To 
my  knowledge,  we  have  not  turned  down  or  delayed  a  single  loan 
application  that  was  complete  and  feasible. 

BACKGROUND  OF  STATE  FORMULA 

This  matter  of  the  loan  allotment  formula  is  directly  related  to  our 
ability  to  meet  the  loan  needs  of  the  borrowers. 

As  it  now  stands,  the  State  allotment  formula  provides  that  50 
percent  of  the  amount  made  available  annually  by  Congress  for  electric 
loans  must  be  reserved  for  loans  in  the  several  States  in  the  proportion 
which  the  number  of  their  unelectrified  farms  bears  to  the  total  number 
of  unelectrified  farms  in  the  United  States.  Of  the  remaining  50  per¬ 
cent,  and  of  any  funds  carried  over  from  a  previous  year,  not  more 
than  10  percent  may  be  loaned  in  1  State. 

I  want  to  point  out  that  the  amount  set  up  for  each  State  under  this 
formula  is  not  a  guaranty  that  that  amount  will  be  loaned  within  the 
State.  Loans  can  be  made  only  if  valid  applications  are  submitted. 

This  formula  was  one  of  the  first  items  of  business  which  confronted 
me  upon  my  taking  office  in  April  1953.  The  1954  budget  recom¬ 
mendations  for  the  Agriculture  Department  were  then  under  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee.  The  budget 
recommended  that  the  $60  million  electrification  contingent  loan 
authorization  be  made  available  free  of  the  limitations  contained  in 
section  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  except  that  not  more  than 
20  percent  could  be  distributed  in  any  one  State.  REA  had  already 
appeared  before  the  subcommittee.  On  April  22,  1953,  witnesses 
representing  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association 
requested  the  subcommittee  to  eliminate  the  formula  entirely.  I  was 
present  at  the  Senate  Appropriations  Subcommittee  hearings  on  May  6 
when  the  formula  and  its  relationship  to  the  contingent  loan  authoriza- 
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tion  were  discussed  but  did  not  participate  in  the  discussion.  Frankly, 
I  had  not  then  been  sufficiently  familiarized  with  the  matter  to  take  a 
position  on  it.  I  was  not  asked  for  my  views  and  did  not  make  a 
statement  on  the  matter. 

When  the  1954  appropriation  bill  reached  the  floor  of  the  House 
on  May  19-20,  an  amendment  to  free  the  contingent  loan  funds 
entirely  from  the  section  3  formula  was  stricken  on  a  point  of  order. 
When  the  bill  reached  the  Senate  lloor  on  June  15,  Senator  Young 
offered  an  amendment  similar  to  that  recommended  in  the  budget. 
It,  too,  was  stricken  on  a  point  of  order.  During  the  debate  the 
suggestion  was  made  by  Senator  Knowland  that  this  was  a  matter 
for  the  proper  legislative  committee,  where  of  course  it  now  is. 

I  had  this  allotment  matter  looked  into  and  found  that  it  had  been 
the  subject  of  discussion  in  the  Senate  as  far  back  as  the  spring  of 
1949.  I  also  learned  that  the  Budget  Bureau  had  suggested  its 
elimination  in  the  1952  budget  and  that  the  National  Rural  Electric 
Cooperative  Association  had  been  supporting  this  action  since  early 
in  1951. 

By  the  fall  of  1954  after  a  full  year  of  experience  with  the  allot¬ 
ment  formula  and  its  limitations,  it  was  apparent  to  me  that  it  was 
in  the  interests  of  an  effective  rural  electrification  loan  program  to 
recommend  elimination  of  the  formula  from  the  act. 

We  are  here  today  to  urge  passage  of  S.  153  which  so  provides. 

HOW  THE  STATE  ALLOTMENT  FORMULA  WORKS 

The  purpose  of  the  State  allotment  formula  was  to  insure  a  uniform 
rate  of  extension  of  central  station  electric  service  to  farms  through¬ 
out  the  United  States.  The  formula  has  served  this  purpose  quite 
well;  by  June  30,  1955,  about  95  percent  of  the  Nation’s  farms  will 
have  been  connected,  and  it  appears  that  in  at  least  40  States  the 
electrified  farms  will  exceed  90  percent  of  the  total  farms  in  each  of 
those  States.  The  State  allotment  formula  was  of  particular  im¬ 
portance  during  the  early  stages  of  the  program,  when  the  extension 
of  electric  service  in  many  areas  was  very  difficult  and  required  the 
organization  and  development  of  borrowers.  The  reservation  of  funds 
to  each  State  under  the  formula  was  desirable,  since  it  stimulated  the 
efforts  of  REA  and  of  local  groups  in  all  sections  of  the  country. 

In  future  years,  the  State  allotment  formula  will  not  be  needed  for 
that  purpose,  and  it  is  doubtful  that  it  will  serve  to  speed  the  com¬ 
pletion  of  area  coverage.  Completion  of  area  coverage  will  depend 
almost  entirely  on  the  financial  ability  of  already  existing  borrowers  to 
extend  their  lines.  Further,  most  of  the  farms  unelectrified  at  June  30, 
1955,  will  pose  difficult  problems  of  feasibility,  and  the  availability 
of  loan  funds  under  the  State  allotment  formula  will  not  assure  their 
connection.  In  any  event,  the  loan  funds  required  in  succeeding  years 
can  be  made  available  more  advantageously  through  administrative 
discretion  than  through  the  increasingly  cumbersome  State  allotment 
formula. 

The  loan  requirements  of  the  borrowers  are  changing  as  the  program 
nears  area  coverage.  System  improvements,  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  are  requiring  increasing  proportions  of  the  total  loan  funds. 
Continuation  of  the  State  allotment  formula  will  result  in  inequitable 
distribution  of  loan  funds  among  the  States,  and  the  inequity  will 
increase  with  time. 
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Present  estimates  indicate  that  in  fiscal  year  1956,  loan  require¬ 
ments  for  distribution  facilities  exclusive  of  system  improvements  will 
be  about  35  percent  of  the  total  electric  loan  requirements.  In  fiscal 
year  1957,  distribution  facilities  exclusive  of  system  improvements 
will  be  only  about  25  percent  of  the  total  loan  requirements,  and  in 
succeeding  years  the  percentage  will  drop  still  further.  It  appears 
illogical  that  half  of  the  loan  funds  authorized  by  Congress  in  future 
years  should  be  made  available  to  the  States  on  the  basis  of  their 
number  of  unelectrified  farms,  when  these  will  require  much  less  than 
half  of  the  loan  funds.  System  improvements  and  generation,  and 
transmission  loan  requirements  bear  no  relationship  to  the  number  of 
unelectrified  farms. 

I  can  illustrate  this  by  citing  the  State  of  Mississippi.  Mississippi 
happens  to  be  a  State  in  which  there  are  numerous  rural  electric  sys¬ 
tems  but  where  many  rural  people,  for  economic  and  perhaps  other 
reasons,  are  not  taking  service.  In  1952,  with  almost  11  percent  of 
all  unelectrified  farms,  Mississippi  received  only  one-tenth  of  1  per¬ 
cent  of  the  loans  made  in  that  year.  In  1954,  with  14.4  percent  of 
all  unelectrified  farms,  it  received  only  4  percent  of  the  loans  made  in 
that  year. 

The  largest  percentage  of  our  annual  loans  received  by  any  one 
State  in  recent  years  was  13.7  percent  received  by  Kentucky  in  1952. 
In  that  year,  Kentucky  had  only  6  percent  of  the  Nation’s  unelectri¬ 
fied  farms.  Similar  disparities  exist  nearly  every  year  among  the 
various  States.  In  my  opinion,  they  demonstrate  quite  conclusively 
that  the  percentage  of  unelectrified  farms  is  no  longer  an  accurate 
measure  of  loan  needs. 

EFFECT  OF  THE  FORMULA  ON  LOAN  FUND  REQUIREMENTS 

The  contingency  loan  fund  appears  to  have  been  devised  to  offset 
the  effect  of  the  State  allotment  formula.  It  first  appeared  in  the 
1950  REA  appropriation  when  $150  million  was  provided  for  electri¬ 
fication  loan  funds,  in  addition  to  the  $350  million  regularly  provided — - 

to  be  borrowed  under  the  the  same  terms  and  conditions  if  and  to  the  extent  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  certify,  from  time  to  time,  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  that  such  additional  amounts  are  required  during  the  fiscal  year 
1950,  under  the  then  existing  conditions,  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  program. 

During  fiscal  1950,  $120  million  of  this  amount  was  drawn  down  in 
order  to  provide  enough  funds  under  the  formula  to  make  loans  of 
approximately  $10  million  which  could  not  otherwise  have  been  made 
in  that  year  because  of  formula  limitations.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  there  was  a  carryover  of  about  $140  million  of  electrification  loan 
funds  from  fiscal  1950  into  fiscal  1951.  For  fiscal  1951,  the  Congress 
again  made  available  a  contingent  loan  fund  which  was  not  used. 

As  I  have  already  stated,  the  1952  budget  recommended  elimination 
of  the  State  allotment  formula  so  that  loan  needs  coidd  be  met  without 
the  necessity  for  drawing  down  contingent  loan  funds  far  in  excess  of 
actual  needs.  This  recommendation  was  not  adopted. 

For  fiscal  1952,  a  contingent  loan  fund  of  $75  million  was  provided; 
for  fiscal  1953,  $50  million.  No  part  of  these  funds  was  drawn  upon. 
Of  the  $45  million  contingent  loan  authorization  appropriated  for  fiscal 
1954,  $38  million  was  drawn  to  permit  loans  of  slightly  more  than  $2 
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million.  Forty-seven  million  dollars  of  electrification  loan  funds  were 
carried  over  from  fiscal  1954  into  1955.  It  looks  as  if  we  shall  draw 
the  full  $35  million  of  contingent  loan  fund  authorization  for  fiscal  1955 
in  order  to  permit  loans  of  slightly  under  $2  million  which  could  not 
otherwise  be  made  only  because  of  the  allotment  formula  limitations. 
Most  of  the  contingent  funds  drawn  down  in  fiscal  1955  will  probably 
be  carried  over  into  fiscal  1956. 

Senator  Humphrey.  So  that  we  have  a  complete  and  clear  under¬ 
standing  of  this  language,  this  reference,  when  you  speak  about  $38 
million  was  drawn  to  permit  loans  of  slightly  more  than  $2  million 
out  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  1954,  what  do  you  mean  by 
that?  You  say  that  you  draw  down  $38  million  in  order  to  permit 
loans  of  $2  million. 

Mr.  Strong.  Under  the  formula,  Senator,  only  certain  percentages 
of  the  dollars  available  can  be  used  in  any  one  State,  because  of  the 
necessity  of  relating  those  dollars  to  the  formula  based  upon  the 
number  of  unelectrified  farms  in  each  State. 

You  first  determine  the  relationship  between  the  number  of  un- 
electrified  farms  in  any  given  State  to  the  total  number  of  unelectrified 
farms  in  the  Nation.  On  that  basis  percentagewise  then  the  dollars 
available  to  the  extent  of  50  percent  of  the  initial  authorization  of 
Congress  and  also  of  any  contingency  of  preparation  is  set  up  for  use 
among  the  various  States.  In  order  then — we  will  take  Minnesota — 
to  get  $1  million  for  use  in  Minnesota,  we  would  have  to  draw  down  of 
this  contingency  appropriation  $20  million. 

Senator  Humphrey.  In  order  to  get  $1  million  out  of  your  regular 
authorized  loan  funds? 

Mr.  Strong.  Or  the  contingency.  The  same  formula  applies  to 
the  contingency.  It  runs  roughly  20  to  1.  In  other  words,  in  order 
to  get  $1  million  for  any  State  we  would  have  to  draw  down  $20  mil¬ 
lion.  The  other  $19  million  would  be  available  for  use  in  other 
States. 

Senator  Humphrey.  I  get  your  point.  You  sort  of  freeze  it,  in 
other  words,  you  freeze  the  $i9  million  for  other  States,  so  to  speak, 
when  you  draw  down  for  the  project  that  you  may  be  faced  with  at 
the  moment. 

Mr.  Strong.  And  even  if  these  other  States  have  no  use  for  that 
money  whatever,  that  money  then  carries  over  into  the  next  year. 

Senator  Humphrey.  So  your  formula  works  both  on  the  contin¬ 
gency  fund  and  your  regular  authorized  loan  funds? 

Mr.  Strong.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Thank  you  very  much.  You  may  proceed, 
Mr.  Nelsen. 

Mr.  Nelsen.  It  is  quite  obvious  that  the  large  contingent  loan  fund 
authorizations  have  been  required  only  because  of  the  now  artificial, 
unrealistic  limitations  of  the  State  allotment  formula  and  have  not 
been  related  to  actual  loan  needs.  This  is  clearly  proven  by  fact 
that  the  loan  fund  carryover  each  year  when  contingent  funds  were 
drawn  upon  consistently  exceeded  the  total  amount  drawn. 

One  trout  1 3  with  continuing  to  operate  on  this  basis  is  that  it 
distorts  for  the  public  the  size  of  the  REA  loan  fund  request  in  the 
Federal  budget.  Another  problem  is  that  with  the  large  carryovers 
that  are  created,  Congress  largely  loses  its  year-to-year  control  over 
the  size  of  the  loan  program. 
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Abandonment  of  the  State  allotment  formula  would  permit  material 
reductions  in  the  contingency  or  reserve  fund  requests  if  not  their 
complete  elimination.  There  would  be  no  freezing  of  funds  in  some 
States  where  they  cannot  be  loaned,  and  the  carryover  of  unused  loan 
funds  from  one  year  to  the  next  would  be  substantially  reduced. 
The  loan  authorizations  requested  of  Congress  could  be  based  on 
actual  loan  needs,  rather  than  the  larger  amounts  which  must  inevi¬ 
tably  be  requested  so  long  as  the  State  allotment  formula  remains  a 
part  of  the  act. 


ANNUAL  UNELECTRIFIED  FARM  SURVEY 

Section  3  (c)  specifically  requires  that  the  Administrator  make  a 
determination  of  the  number  of  unclectrified  farms  within  90  days 
after  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year.  Annually  a  survey  is  con¬ 
ducted  commencing  shortly  afyer  July  1.  Information  is  solicited 
from  borrowers,  electric  companies,  municipal  and  other  suppliers, 
State  regulatory  bodies,  and  trade  associations.  The  electric  company 
records  reflect  the  number  of  meters  served  and  these  exceed  the  num¬ 
ber  of  farms  due  to  multiple-dwelling  units.  In  addition,  few  electric 
companies  classify  their  farm  consumers  as  such,  and  even  the  REA 
borrowers,  who  have  a  farm  classification,  cannot  be  certain  that  the 
consumers  they  classify  as  “farm”  meet  the  census  definition  of  a 
farm.  As  a  result,  there  are  undoubtedly  errors  in  the  estimates. 
These  problems  are  not  unique  to  REA;  I  am  told  the  Edison  Electric 
Institute  has  experienced  the  same  difficulties  in  its  estimates. 

As  the  State  estimates  approach  100  percent  and  consequently 
change  very  little  from  year  to  year,  it  becomes  increasingly  important 
because  of  the  operation  of  the  State  allotment  formula  that  the 
estimates  be  accurate,  and  at  the  same  time,  it  becomes  increasingly 
difficult  to  make  estimates  which  are  accurate  and  consistent  from 
one  year  to  the  next.  Changes  in  the  classification  of  consumers, 
changes  in  the  actual  number  of  farms  as  contrasted  with  the  last 
census,  and  other  related  problems  are  magnified  in  their  effect  on  the 
estimates. 

I  understand  that  there  is  a  feeling  in  some  quarters  that  the 
requirement  for  an  annual  survey  should  be  retained  even  if  the  State 
allotment  formula  is  abandoned.  Just  what  use  would  be  made 
of  it  is  something  I  do  not  know.  The  cost  of  making  the  survey 
and  allotting  loan  funds  on  the  basis  of  it  runs  to  roughly  $25,000  per 
year.  We  can  make  much  better  use  of  the  time  and  effort  involved. 
In  my  opinion,  the  census  count  made  every  5  years  furnishes  accurate 
information  on  rural  electrification  progress  and  I  urge  that  this 
requirement  not  be  continued. 

In  conclusion,  I  want  to  say  that  I  support  S.  153  and  urge  its 
adoption.  I  think  it  is  significant  that  the  1949  telephone  loan 
amendment  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act,  title  II,  makes  no  pro¬ 
vision  for  surveys  or  for  State  allotment  formula.  I  have  heard  no 
complaint  over  this  or  over  the  administration  of  telephone  loan  funds 
after  5 %  years  of  telephone  loan  experience.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
formula  and  survey  can  be  dispensed  with  for  rural  electrification  loans. 

We  have  a  series  of  tables  here  which  bear  on  the  various  aspects 
of  this  matter  and  if  it  suits  your  pleasure  I  will  ask  Mr.  Partridge, 
our  program  analyst,  to  discuss  them. 
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Senator  Humphrey.  Mr.  Nelsen,  the  figure  that  you  use  there, 
where  you  say  the  cost,  relating  now  to  the  annual  unelectrified  farm 
survey - - 

Mr.  Nelsen.  $25,000. 

Senator  Humphrey.  The  cost  of  making  this  survey  and  allotting 
loan  funds  on  the  basis  of  it  runs  roughly  to  $25,000  a  year.  I  think 
there  has  been  some  feeling  that  that  figure  is  a  little  high.  I  know 
this  has  been  discussed  off  and  on  before  as  to  what  the  cost  of  these 
surveys  are. 

Is  there  any  way  that  you  could  give  us  more  of  a  justification  on 
that  by  providing  us  with  some  breakdown  of  man-hours  and  the 
number  of  people  involved? 

Mr.  Nelsen.  I  believe  that  we  can.  Mr.  Partridge  I  believe  can 
answer  that. 

Senator  Humphrey.  In  reference  to  this  inquiry  that  I  directed  to 
Mr.  Nelsen  about  the  justification  for  the  figure  which  is  used  here 
of  $25,000,  what  was  your  comment  on  that,  Mr.  Partridge? 

Mr.  Partridge.  We  have  reasonably  accurate  figures  on  the  actual 
cost  of  conducting  the  survey.  The  cost  of  administering  the  formula 
is  not  d ('finitely  known,  although  we  have  made  some  reasonably 
good  estimates  on  it. 

Senator  Humphrey.  If  you  eliminate  the  survey — this  annual 
survey  that  you  are  required  to  make — would  you  be  able  to  actually 
save  any  money  in  terms  of  personnel? 

Mr.  Partridge.  We  will  put  it  this  way,  sir:  The  survey  itself  in 
cost  to  the  agency  amounts  to  about  $3,000  per  year.  Whether  we 
would  save  that  or  whether  we  would  use  for  some  other  purpose,  as 
Mr.  Nelsen  suggested,  I  could  not  say  at  this  point. 

Senator  Humphrey.  My  point  was,  would  you  cut  down  your 
manpower — I  mean,  your  administrative  staff — equivalent  to  that 
much? 

Mr.  Partridge.  No. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Is  this  work  done  by  people  vrho  are  already 
working  on  other  projects  in  the  agency? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Humphrey.  It  is  an  added  burden,  to  be  sure,  an  added 
responsibility? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  right,  it  is. 

Senator  Humphrey.  But  to  eliminate  it,  the  annual  survey,  would 
you  make  any  substantial  reduction  in  the  number  of  employees? 

Mr.  Partridge.  We  have  no  people  who  work  particularly  and 
exclusively  on  the  survey.  Therefore,  it  is  unlikely  that  we  would 
actually  dismiss  any  employees  if  we  discontinued  the  survey. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Apparently  from  your  explanation  the  greatest 
amount  of  this  $25,000  estimate  is  used  in  this  formula? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Humphrey.  The  State  allotment  formula? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Humphrey.  In  the  complicated  arithmetic  that  is  involved 
and  administrative  complexities  involved  in  that  formula,  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  correct,  sir.  Throughout  the  year  we  are 
faced  with  the  problem  of  continuously  estimating  and  recalculating 
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the  amount  of  money  available  in  each  State.  That  problem  extends 
all  the  way  down  through  the  sections  which  are  engaged  in  the  lending 
operation  in  the  agency.  And  from  there  clear  up  through  to  the 
Administrator’s  office. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Senator  Scott,  did  you  have  any  questions 
that  you  wanted  to  ask  Mr.  Nelsen  or  Mr.  Strong  or  Mr.  Partridge? 

Senator  Scott.  I  do  not  know  whether  this  is  the  proper  time  to 
ask  this  or  not. 

Where  you  are  making  the  big  loans,  where  they  are  interested 
in  transmission  systems,  something  like  that,  let  me  ask  if  you  do 
not  have  a  loan  in  South  Carolina  that  is  not  panning  out  at  the 
present  time.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Nelsen.  You  are  referring  to  the  Central  Generating  and 
Transmission  Cooperative.  That  is  South  Carolina  50,  I  believe. 
I  do  not  believe  it  could  be  said  that  the  cooperative  is  in  any  financial 
difficulties.  They  have  a  working  arrangement  with  a  State  authority. 
At  the  present  time  the  State  authority  has  indicated  that  unless 
|some  relief  is  granted  in  the  way  of  loan  repayments,  they  will  have 
Fto  raise  the  rate. 

They  have  asked  us  to  give  consideration  to  a  deferment  of  pay¬ 
ments  at  the  moment.  We  have  granted  the  deferment,  providing 
the  farmers  of  South  Carolina  are  given  a  continuation  of  their  6.2 
mill  rate.  That  is  the  basis  on  which  our  deferment  was  made. 

However,  I  believe  it  can  honestly  be  said  that  from  a  careful 
examination — it  cannot  be  said  that  they  are  in  a  difficult  financial 
position.  As  a  matter  of  arrangement  of  the  finances,  I  think  that 
can  be  worked  out. 

Senator  Scott.  You  feel  it  is  a  wholesome  situation? 

Mr.  Nelsen.  I  feel  it  can  be  worked  out,  yes. 

Senator  Humphrey.  A  question  I  had  in  mind  earlier  as  to  some¬ 
thing  here  in  your  statement  :  By  the  way,  I  want  to  thank  you  for 
the  comprehensive  nature  of  this  statement.  It  is  very  helpful  to 
me.  I  ain  sure  it  is  to  Senator  Scott,  to  get  every  view  of  the  program 
that  is  being  operated. 

You  mention  here  something  in  reference  to  the  possibility  of  atomic 
energy  development  in  the  field. 

Mr.  Nelsen.  Yes. 

I  Senator  Humphrey.  As  you  know,  we  are  keenly  interested  out 
our  way  in  Minnesota  about  that,  as  they  are,  I  suppose,  in  every 
other  State.  Do  you  feel  that  the  elimination  of  the  restrictions 
involved  in  the  State  formula  would  give  you  more  loan  leeway  for 
some  pilot  plants  in  this  line? 

Mr.  Nelsen.  Well,  I  think  that  this  same  rule  would  apply  in 
this  case  as  in  other  generation  plants.  For  example,  the  one  in¬ 
stance  that  highlighted  our  problem  was  Colorado.  We  at  the 
present  time  have  two  loan  applications  that  are  moving  up  to  what 
we  think  will  be  final  approval  before  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year — we 
hope,  and  we  think  it  will  happen. 

In  this  case  it  draws  down  quite  a  lot  of  money  in  one  State.  This 
allotment  formula,  of  course,  provides  a  bit  of  problem  for  us,  but 
we  are  going  to  work  it  out,  anyway,  without  any  difficulty.  I  would 
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say  the  same  thing  would  apply  to  any  other  powerplant,  whether 
it  be  atomic  or  any  other  plant — the  same  rule  would  apply. 

On  the  survey  I  think  you  will  note  that  while  we  mention  $25,000 
it  is  pretty  hard  to  separate  personnel,  as  to  what  they  do.  Our 
same  people  will  be  with  REA,  even  if  the  survey  was  eliminated,  the 
same  personnel  would  be  with  us,  but  we  feel  that  they  can  be  doing 
something  so  much  more  productive  that  will  yield  results. 

That  is  our  objective.  It  is  to  get  these  people  to  be  working  at 
things  that  are  needed  to  be  done  in  our  administration  of  this  program. 

Senator  Humphrey.  You  wanted  Mr.  Partridge  to  present  to  us 
some  data? 

Mr.  Nelsen.  Yes. 

Senator  Humphrey.  That  is,  some  tables  that  relate  to  the  pro¬ 
gram.  Your  position  is  that  of  program  analyst? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Humphrey.  I  am  going  to  ask  that  these  tables  be  made  a 
part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  tables  are  as  follows:) 
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Table  1. — Number  and  percentage  of  unelectrified  farms,  as  of  June  80,  19^9, 
compared  with  amount  and  percentage  of  electrification  loans  made  during  fiscal 
year  I960,  by  States 


June  30,  1949,  REA 
survey  of  uneleetri- 
fied  farms 

Percent  of 
total  un¬ 
electrified 
farms 

Gross  loans  during 
year,  continental 
United  States 
only 

Number 

Percent  of 
farms 

Amount 

(thousands) 

Percent 

United  States - - - - 

1,  277, 153 

21.8 

100. 000 

$370, 011 

100.00 

Alabama . .. .  - 

49,  289 

22. 1 

3. 859 

5,  830 

1.  58 

Arizona _ _  - 

2, 177 

16.6 

.  170 

3,  693 

1.00 

Arkansas _  _ 

61,  629 

31.0 

4.825 

7,  926 

2.  14 

California . -  -  -- 

7, 047 

5. 1 

.552 

978 

.26 

Colorado..- . .  .  .  _  .  ...  -  .. 

4,  661 

9.8 

.365 

7,248 

1.96 

Connecticut _ _ _ . _ _ 

111 

.5 

.009 

Delaware.  _ _ _  ...  -  - 

439 

4.7 

.034 

310 

.08 

Florida.. . .  .  ...  -  - 

14,  390 

23.  5 

1.  127 

5,  320 

1.44 

Georgia _ 

32,  448 

14.4 

2.541 

7,021 

1.90 

Idaho _  _ 

997 

2.4 

.078 

2.583 

.70 

Illinois _ _ _ 

14,  903 

7.3 

1.  167 

8,912 

2.41 

Indiana .  ..  ..  _  ..  - 

3,  175 

1.8 

.249 

5,  680 

1.54 

Iowa _  _  _  ...  - 

28,  891 

13.8 

2,  262 

11,358 

3.07 

Kansas -  - - - 

54,  635 

38.7 

4.  278 

9,  757 

2.64 

Kentucky _ 

84,  371 

35.4 

6.606 

23,  594 

6.  38 

Louisiana .  . .  ..  .. 

36,  958 

28.6 

2.  894 

2,941 

.79 

Maine..  .  .  . 

9,267 

22.0 

.726 

452 

.  12 

2,  562 

6.2 

.200 

1,487 

4.0 

.  116 

Michigan . .  .  .  .  .  - 

5. 187 

3.0 

.406 

10,  627 

2.  87 

Minnesota. . . .  ..  .  .. 

39,  452 

20.9 

3.  089 

15,515 

4. 19 

Mississippi -  - 

134,  055 

50.9 

10.  496 

8,500 

2.30 

Missouri. _ _  _ 

14,  285 

37.8 

1.  118 

5,  721 

1.55 

Montana . .  . - 

94.411 

38.9 

7.  392 

43,  996 

11.89 

Nebraska .  . . . . .  ..  ...  ... 

50,839 

45.5 

3.981 

15,  768 

4.26 

Nevada _  _ _ _  _ 

1,  265 

36.9 

.099 

992 

5.3 

.078 

New  Jersey . .  ...  .  - 

542 

2.1 

.042 

50 

.01 

New  Mexico -  -  .  ... - 

14,  134 

47.6 

1. 107 

13,  314 

3.60 

New  York . .  .  .  ....  _  .  . 

8,017 

5.4 

.628 

237 

.06 

North  Carolina  . . 

47,  203 

16.4 

3.  696 

10,  853 

2.93 

North  Dakota _  _ 

44,  186 

63.6 

3.  460 

23,  270 

6.29 

Ohio  ..  ...  _  ..  _  .....  ... 

1,348 

.6 

.  105 

3,  870 

1.05 

Oklahoma..  .  .  . . .  .  ... 

72,  502 

44.0 

5.  677 

23,  342 

6.31 

Oregon _ 

420 

.7 

.033 

5,  090 

1.38 

Pennsylvania- . .  .  . . . 

11,  178 

6.  5 

.875 

3,  022 

.82 

87 

2.4 

.007 

South  Carolina . 

31,  658 

21.4 

2.479 

6,  400 

1.73 

South  Dakota -  - 

42,  092 

61.3 

3.296 

9,  232 

2.50 

Tennessee .  . . 

80, 198 

34.2 

6.  279 

10,  304 

2.  78 

Texas . .  ....  .  ...... 

83,  231 

21.6 

6.517 

15,  322 

4. 14 

Utah _  _ 

5,  043 

19.2 

.395 

9,  509 

2.57 

Vermont  .  ..  ...  _  _ 

4,  414 

16.7 

.346 

302 

.08 

Virginia _  _ _ _  _ 

26,  434 

15.3 

2.  070 

16,  846 

4.55 

Washington .  .  ... 

2,741 

3.4 

.215 

2,802 

.75 

West  Virginia _  - 

32,  084 

32.9 

2.512 

Wisconsin .  ...  ..  ..  - 

14.  943 

8.4 

1  170 

8,447 

2.28 

Wyoming _ _ 

4.  775 

36.5 

.374 

4.  069 

1.10 
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Table  2. — Number  and  percentage  of  unelectrified  farms,  as  of  June  SO,  1950, 
compared  with  amount  and  percentage  of  electrification  loans  made  during  fiscal 
year  1951,  by  States 


June  30,  1950  REA 
survey  of  unelectri¬ 
fied  farms 

Percent  of 
total  un¬ 
electrified 
farms 

Gross  loans  during 
year,  continental 
United  States 
only 

Number 

Percent  of 
farms 

Amount 

(000) 

Percent 

United  States . . . - 

805, 493 

13.7 

100. 000 

$220. 821 

100. 00 

Alabama. _ _  -  . 

25, 661 

11.5 

3. 186 

6, 035 

2.  73 

Arizona.. . -- 

1,303 

9.9 

.  162 

100 

.05 

Arkansas . . .  .  ... 

34,  489 

17.4 

4.282 

13. 353 

6. 05 

California .  . 

2,  113 

1.5 

.262 

4,635 

2. 10 

Colorado _  _ _ _ 

4,048 

8.5 

.503 

12, 142 

5.  50 

25 

.  1 

.  003 

374 

4.0 

.046 

Florida. . .  ...  ..  . . . 

10,  273 

16.8 

1.275 

2,202 

1.00 

Georgia  . . . . . . 

9,  702 

4.3 

1.204 

1,165 

.53 

Idaho.  . . .  .  .  ...  . - 

447 

1.1 

.055 

2,  102 

.95 

Illinois . . . .  ...  .. - 

5,719 

2.8 

.710 

5,643 

2.56 

Indiana.  .  . . . . 

1,  936 

1.1 

.240 

3,905 

1.77 

Iowa .  .  .  . 

9,  402 

4.5 

1. 167 

3,414 

1.55 

Kansas  .  .  . . . . . 

36,  468 

25.8 

4.  527 

5,  891 

2.  67 

Kentucky . . . . . . . 

52,  436 

22.0 

6.510 

9,  345 

4.23 

Louisiana  . . . . 

19,  473 

15. 1 

2.  418 

3,  738 

1.69 

Maine . . . . 

9,  081 

21.5 

1. 127 

140 

.06 

Maryland..  _  ..  .  .  . 

1,146 

2.8 

.  142 

2,  700 

1.22 

851 

2.3 

.  106 

Michigan _ _ _ _ _ 

1,525 

.9 

.  189 

1,880 

.85 

Minnesota . . - .  - 

23,  079 

12.2 

2.  865 

7,  430 

3.38 

Mississippi.. . .  . . 

111,489 

42.3 

13.  841 

6,010 

2.  72 

Missouri.. . . 

57,  503 

23.7 

7.  139 

19,  978 

9.  05 

Montana . . . . . 

10,  671 

28.3 

1.325 

4,960 

2.  25 

Nebraska.  _ _  ..  ..  .  ...  .  - 

30, 117 

26.9 

3.739 

6,  494 

2.94 

1,  124 

32.8 

.  140 

New  Hampshire .  . 

634 

3.4 

.079 

New  Jersey _ _ _ 

147 

.6 

.018 

New  Mexico _  .  ~ 

10.  260 

34.6 

1.274 

6,  652 

3.00 

New  York  _  . . . . 

6,  355 

4.3 

.789 

360 

.16 

North  Carolina. . . . . . 

32,  844 

11.4 

4.078 

9,803 

4.44 

North  Dakota.. -  -  ..  - 

30,  892 

45. 1 

3.835 

1,958 

.89 

Ohio  ...  .  -  --  -  - - 

832 

.4 

.  103 

1,  540 

.70 

Oklahoma... . . .  . . . . . 

53,  308 

32.3 

6.618 

11,  751 

5.  32 

Oregon -  -  -  - 

316 

.5 

.039 

2,  840 

1.29 

Pennsylvania . . . 

9,  212 

5.4 

1. 144 

1,  505 

.68 

Rhode  Island .  ..  _  ..  _ 

4 

.  1 

.  001 

South  Carolina. _ _ 

20,  181 

13.7 

2.505 

5,785 

2. 62 

South  Dakota . . . . . 

27,  441 

39.9 

3.407 

19, 133 

8. 66 

Tennessee.  . . .  . .  . . 

41,414 

17.7 

5.141 

6,567 

2.  97 

Texas  . . 

50,  471 

13. 1 

6.266 

9,  806 

4.44 

Utah . . .  . . .  -..  .  ..  - 

4,  837 

18.4 

.601 

942 

.43 

Vermont . 

3,  666 

13.8 

.455 

117 

.05 

Virginia _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

15,  575 

9.0 

1.934 

7,935 

3.59 

Washington . .  _  ..  _. 

1,294 

1.6 

.161 

1,584 

.71 

West  Virginia _ _ _ 

20,  525 

21.0 

2.  548 

Wisconsin  ...  . . . . . 

11,  930 

6.7 

1.481 

6, 428 

2.91 

Wyoming _ _ _ _ _ _ 

2,  900 

22.2 

.360 

2,  847 

1.29 
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Table  3. — Number  and  percentage  of  uneleclrified  farms,  as  of  June  80,  1951, 
compared  with  amount  and  percentage  of  electrification  loans  made  during  fiscal 
year  1952,  by  States 


June  30,  1961,  REA 
survey  of  unelectri¬ 
fied  farms 

Percent  of 
total  un- 
eiectrified 
farms 

Gross  loans  during 
year,  continental 
United  States 
only 

Number 

Percent  of 
farms 

Amount 

(000) 

Percent 

United  States  . . _ . 

858, 272 

16.0 

100. 00 

$149, 875 

100. 00 

Alabama .  . . ...^  ._  _ 

60,  496 

24.0 

5.88 

50 

.  03 

Arizona . .  _  . 

1,310 

12.6 

.15 

2, 152 

1.44 

Arkansas-.  -  _  -  . .  . 

36, 483 

20.0 

4.25 

2,  815 

1.88 

(  alifornia .  .  . . 

6,  857 

5.0 

.80 

750 

.  50 

Colorado.  .  . .  . . 

9, 973 

21.9 

1.16 

6,277 

4. 19 

Connecticut . . .  _  . . .  „  _ 

1,015 

6.  5 

12 

Delaware .  . 

'939 

12.6 

.11 

1,220 

.81 

Florida . .  ___  _ _ _ 

11,369 

20.0 

1. 32 

846 

.56 

Georgia  . . . . 

43,612 

22.0 

5.08 

815 

.54 

Idaho.  _  _.  _ _ _  _ 

2,  094 

5.2 

.24 

450 

.30 

Illinois . . . .  .  .  __ 

19,  525 

10.0 

2. 27 

1,969 

1.31 

Indiana .  . 

8,  332 

5.0 

.97 

448 

.30 

Iowa.  _ _  _  _ 

8,  554 

4.2 

1.00 

2,  946 

1.97 

Kansas  . .  ..  . 

20, 177 

15.4 

2.35 

4,  685 

3.13 

Kentucky.  .  _ _ _ 

51,619 

23.6 

6. 01 

20.  512 

13.  69 

Louisiana .  . 

26, 083 

21.0 

3.04 

3,656 

2.  44 

Maine .  . 

4,  093 

13.5 

.48 

32 

.02 

Maryland _  . . . 

4,  237 

11.  7 

.  50 

Massachusetts .  . 

l’  843 

8.3 

.21 

Michigan  . . . 

3;  679 

2.4 

.43 

3,  500 

2.  34 

Minnesota.  _  _ _ 

18, 377 

10.3 

2.14 

2,720 

1.81 

Mississippi  .  . 

94,  046 

37.4 

10. 96 

153 

.10 

Missouri . . .  __  ...  . . . 

44,  254 

19.2 

5.16 

16, 322 

10.89 

Montana.  . . . ...  __  _ 

9, 193 

26.2 

1.07 

1,144 

.76 

Nebraska _ ... 

13,  700 

12.8 

1.60 

2, 289 

1.53 

Nevada  .  ...  . . . 

1,203 

38.7 

.14 

38 

.02 

New  Hampshire..  ..  . 

714 

5.3 

.08 

New  Jersey _ _ 

1,304 

5.3 

.15 

240 

.16 

New  Mexico  .  ....  . 

9,313 

39.5 

1.10 

13,  073 

8.  72 

New  York. . .  ._  __  _ 

6,814 

5.5 

.80 

20 

.01 

North  Carolina . 

46,  840 

16.2 

5. 46 

8, 346 

5.57 

North  Dakota  . .  ..  __  _  .. 

16,  742 

25.6 

1.95 

710 

.47 

Ohio.  ...  _ _ _ _ 

11,958 

6.0 

1.40 

2, 062 

1.38 

Oklahoma . 

42,  676 

30.0 

4.97 

5. 063 

3.38 

Oregon.  . . . . 

4,917 

8.2 

.57 

4,  480 

2.99 

Pennsylvania  .  .  . 

10,  757 

7.3 

1.25 

1,692 

1.13 

Rhode  Island . 

181 

7.0 

.02 

South  Carolina  _ _ _ _  .  ...  . . 

32, 891 

23.6 

3.  83 

7,509 

5. 01 

South  Dakota.  . . . .  .  . 

16, 898 

25.5 

1.97 

1,402 

.94 

Tennessee.  .  .  . 

42,  564 

18.4 

4.96 

1,825 

1.22 

Texas . . . ... 

66,  299 

20.0 

7.72 

15,  965 

10.  65 

Utah.  _ _ ...  ... . . . 

2, 084 

8.6 

.24 

152 

.10 

Vermont. . . . . . . 

1,290 

6.8 

.15 

84 

.06 

Virginia  .  . 

19,  011 

12.6 

2.  22 

4, 011 

2.  68 

Washington . . . .  ._  ._ 

4,  399 

6.3 

.51 

2,  848 

1.90 

West  Virginia..  _ ... _ _ 

14,  629 

18.0 

1.70 

205 

.14 

Wisconsin.. . .  . 

9,940 

5.9 

1.16 

1,246 

.83 

Wyoming . . . . . 

2,988 

23.7 

.35 

3,153 

2. 10 
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Table  4. — Number  and  -percentage  of  unelectrified  farms  as  of  June  SO,  1952,  com¬ 
pared  with  amount  and  percentage  of  electrification  loans  made  during  fiscal  year 
1953,  by  States 


June  30,  1952,  REA 
survey  of  unclectri- 
fied  farms 

Percent  of 
total  un¬ 
electrified 

Gross  loans  during 
year,  continental 
United  States 
only 

Number 

Percent  of 
all  farms 

farms 

Amount 

(000) 

Percent 

United  States _ _ 

641, 285 

11.9 

100. 000 

164,958 

100.00 

Alabama _ _ _ 

41, 137 
1,249 
35,  599 
8,  208 

19.4 

6.  415 

2,  790 
1,310 
5,303 

3,  260 
6,190 

1.69 

Arizona _ _ _ 

12.0 

.  195 

.79 

Arkansas _ _ _ 

19.5 

5.  551 

3.20 

6.0 

1.280 

1.98 

Colorado--  _ _ _ _ 

e;  791 

946 

14.9 

1.060 

3.75 

Connecticut _ 

6. 1 

.148 

734 

9.9 

.  114 

Florida _ _ _ _ 

11,814 
25,  563 
1,797 
12,  287 
3,420 
5, 830 
15, 346 
36,  078 

20.8 

1.842 

2,765 
4,622 
1, 551 
4,089 
1,245 
13,  227 
2,196 

1.68 

Georgia _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

12.9 

3.986 

2. 80 

Idaho _  _  _ _ _ 

4.  5 

.280 

.94 

6.3 

1.916 

2. 48 

Indiana _ _ _ 

2.1 

.533 

.75 

2.9 

.910 

8. 02 

Kansas _ _ _ 

11.7 

2. 393 

1.33 

Kentucky _  _ 

16.5 

5,  626 

2. 860 

3,780 

2.  29 

Louisiana _ _ 

18|  333 
3, 971 
3,172 
1,817 
1,738 
13, 852 
83,  752 
33,  523 
7,413 
8,  465 
1,088 
347 

14.8 

2 ;  808 
227 

1.70 

Maine _ _ _ 

13.1 

.619 

.  14 

Maryland-  . . 

8.8 

.495 

1,500 

.90 

8.2 

.283 

Michigan _ _ _ 

1. 1 

.271 

645 

.39 

Minnesota _ _ _ 

7.7 

2. 160 

4,  458 

4,  610 

2.  70 

Mississippi _  .  _  _ 

33.3 

13. 060 

2.  79 

Missouri _ 

14.  6 

5. 227 

8, 261 
3,890 
11, 979 

5.00 

Montana.  _ _ _ _ _ 

21. 1 

1. 156 

Nebraska . 

7.9 

1.320 

7. 26 

Nevada _ 

35.0 

.170 

New  Hampshire _ 

2.6 

.054 

2,200 

1.33 

New  Jersey...  _ 

1,019 
7,906 
6,682 
27,  697 
12,  557 
7,982 
30,  327 
3,443 
8,960 
157 

4. 1 

.  159 

New  Mexico _  _ 

33.5 

1.  233 

8,  729 
68 

5. 29 

New  York _  _ _ 

5.3 

1.042 

.04 

North  Carolina.. _ _ 

9.  6 

4.  319 

5,547 
1,110 
5, 255 

3. 36 

North  Dakota _ _ _ _ _ 

19.2 

1.958 

.67 

Ohio _ _  _ 

4.0 

1.245 

3. 19 

Oklahoma _  _ 

21.3 

4.  729 

7;  237 
920 

4.39 

Oregon _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

5.8 

.537 

.56 

Pennsylvania _ _ _ 

6. 1 

1.397 

1,786 

1.08 

Rhode  Island _ _ _ 

6.0 

.024 

South  Carolina . . . .  ... _ 

23, 174 
12,  681 
31, 086 
46,116 

1,  692 
1,238 

11, 325 

2,  446 

16.6 

3.  614 

2, 012 

5,  415 
5, 955 
12,  978 

1.22 

South  Dakota  ...  ___ . .  __ . 

19.1 

1.977 

3.28 

Tennessee _  _ _ _ 

13.4 

4.  847 

3. 60 

Texas . ___ . . 

13.9 

7. 191 

7.87 

Utah _ _ _ _ 

7.0 

.264 

Vermont.. _ _ _ _ 

6.5 

.  193 

375 

.23 

Virginia . . . 

7.5 

1.766 

2,400 

4,  633 

1.45 

Washington-. . 

3.5 

.381 

2.81 

West  Virginia.  __  _ _ _ _ 

10,  924 
7,702 
1,901 

13.4 

1.  703 

Wisconsin. _ _ _ _ _ 

4.6 

1.201 

6,220 

1,412 

3. 77 

Wyoming. . . . . 

15.1 

.296 

.92 
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Table  5.- — Number  and  percentage  of  unelectrified  farms,  as  of  June  80,  1958,  com¬ 
pared  with  amount  and  percentage  of  electrification  loans  made  during  fiscal  year 
1954,  by  States 


June  30,  1953  REA 
survey  of  unelectri¬ 
fied  farms 

Percent  of 
total  un¬ 
electrified 
farms 

Gross  loans  during 
year,  continental 
United  States 
only 

Number 

Percent  of 
all  farms 

Amount 

(000) 

Percent 

United  States _ ..  _ 

493, 674 

9.2 

100. 000 

161, 037 

100. 00 

Alabama _ _ 

30, 656 

14.5 

6.210 

3, 611 

2.  24 

Arizona  . 

955 

9.2 

.193 

3,179 

1.97 

Arkansas . ..  .  ..  .  .  . . 

31,  282 

17.  1 

6. 337 

3, 366 

2. 10 

California.  .  .  . . .  .... 

7,  995 

5.8 

1.620 

2,035 

1.26 

Colorado . .  .  . 

4,  519 

9.9 

.  915 

3, 460 

2. 15 

Connecticut _ 

878 

5.  6 

.  178 

574 

7.  7 

.  116 

Florida . .  . .  . . 

10, 389 

18.3 

2. 104 

5,  360 

3.33 

Georgia - - - - 

19,  908 

10.0 

4.033 

7,  930 

4. 92 

Idaho _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ 

1,290 

3.2 

.261 

194 

.12 

Illinois. .  ..... 

10,  339 

5.3 

2.  094 

3,  709 

2.  30 

Indiana. . . . . 

1,  111 

.7 

.225 

1,  150 

.71 

Iowa. - -  - - - 

3,  201 

1.6 

.649 

1,  762 

1.10 

Kansas.  . . 

9,430 

7.2 

1.910 

1,100 

.68 

Kentucky . .  ..  . 

28,  200 

12.9 

5.712 

6,  440 

4.  00 

Louisiana  .  .  . . 

12,  932 

10.4 

2.  620 

1,873 

1. 16 

Maine.  ...  .  . .  .. 

3,  643 

12.0 

.738 

43 

.03 

Maryland _ 

2,  123 

5.9 

.430 

2,805 

1.74 

1,  739 

7.  8 

.352 

Michigan.. _  . .  ...  _  ._ 

85 

.  i 

.017 

10,  289 

6.  39 

Minnesota . . . . 

9, 359 

5.2 

1.896 

10. 149 

6.  30 

Mississippi..  .  .  .  . 

71, 120 

28.3 

14.  406 

6,545 

4.06 

Missouri _ _  _ _ 

23, 198 

10.1 

4.  699 

2,  420 

1.50 

Montana . 

5,  269 

15.0 

1.067 

4,463 

2.  77 

Nebraska. _ _ 

5,  776 

5.4 

1. 170 

13,  671 

8.  50 

Nevada _ _ 

1,032 

33.2 

.209 

New  Hampshire _  ..  _ 

239 

1.8 

.049 

New  Jersey.. _ _ _ 

694 

2.8 

.  141 

123 

.08 

New  Mexico  . .  .  .  .. 

6,  492 

27.  5 

1.315 

2,281 

1.42 

New  York _ _ _  .  _  ... 

6,  249 

5.0 

1.  266 

North  Carolina  .  . 

17,053 

5.9 

3.  454 

5, 105 

3.17 

North  Dakota . . ...  ...  .  _ 

9,  671 

14.8 

1.959 

1,  201 

.75 

Ohio _ 

5, 144 

2.6 

1.042 

5,023 

3. 12 

Oklahoma  . .  . 

26,  315 

18.5 

5.  331 

4,893 

3.  04 

Oregon.. .  .... 

986 

1.6 

.200 

2,474 

1.54 

Pennsylvania _ _ _ _ _ 

8,744 

6.0 

1.  771 

2,  885 

1.79 

Rhode  Island _ _ _  _ 

149 

5.  7 

.030 

South  Carolina _  .  . . . 

17,  235 

12.4 

3.  491 

3,190 

1.98 

South  Dakota.  . . .  ..  .. 

8,  280 

12.5 

1.677 

2,291 

1.42 

Tennessee.  ...  .  ..........  ...  .. 

19,  196 

8.3 

3.  888 

6,  936 

4.31 

Texas.. . . . . 

41,  849 

12.6 

8.  477 

13,  818 

8.58 

Utah _ _ 

1,  162 

4.8 

.236 

440 

.27 

Vermont . . . . .  ... 

1.210 

6.4 

.245 

30 

.02 

Virginia . . 

6,  728 

4.5 

1.363 

1,194 

.74 

Washington.  ....  ... 

652 

.9 

.  132 

1,412 

.88 

West  Virginia _ _ _  _ 

10,  427 

12.  8 

2. 112 

Wisconsin .  ..  .  .  . 

6,903 

4. 1 

1.  398 

11,214 

6.96 

Wyoming . 

1,293 

10.3 

.262 

973 

.60 
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Table  6. — Number  and  percentage  of  farms  electrified  with  central  station  electric 
service,  by  States;  June  80,  1945,  REA  estimates  compared  with  Jan.  1,  1945, 
census  figures 


Jar 

Total 

farms 

i.l,  1945,  census 

Farms  electrified 

June  30, 1945,  REA  sur¬ 
vey,  farms  electrified 

Percent 2 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 1 

United  States . . 

5, 859, 169 

2,  679, 184 

45.  7 

2, 725, 610 

44.7 

46.5 

Alabama . . . 

223, 369 

64,833 

29.0 

66,  400 

28.7 

29.7 

Arizona . . . 

13, 142 

8,603 

65.5 

8,  250 

44.7 

62.8 

Arkansas . 

198,  769 

42,  058 

21.2 

41,  450 

19.1 

20.9 

California . 

138,917 

118,  536 

85.3 

122,  200 

92.  1 

88.0 

Colorado . . -  -- 

47,  618 

23, 161 

48.  6 

25,  300 

49.2 

53. 1 

Connecticut . . . 

22,  241 

19,  555 

87.9 

19,  300 

91.2 

86.8 

Delaware . . 

9,  296 

5,  547 

59.7 

5,250 

58.4 

56.5 

Florida . . . 

61.  159 

24, 189 

39.6 

22,  200 

35.7 

36.3 

Georgia.  . . 

225,  897 

76,  031 

33.7 

78,  000 

36.1 

34.5 

Idaho..  ..  .  .  . . 

41,  49S 

31,034 

74.8 

34, 100 

78.  1 

82.2 

Illinois . . . 

204,  239 

116,  989 

57.3 

122,  800 

57.5 

60.1 

Indiana _ _ 

175,  970 

121,547 

69.0 

135,  500 

73.4 

77.0 

Iowa. . — . 

208,  934 

123,  348 

59.0 

128,  600 

60.3 

61.6 

Kansas. . . 

141, 192 

44,  653 

31.6 

43,  600 

27.9 

30.9 

Kentucky.  ..  . 

238,  501 

68,  971 

28.9 

65,  500 

25.9 

27.5 

Louisiana . 

129,  295 

31,333 

24.2 

31, 150 

20.8 

24.  1 

Maine . . 

42, 184 

26,  775 

63.5 

23,  600 

60.5 

55.9 

Maryland _ ...  . . . 

41,315 

23,  726 

57.4 

26,  850 

63.7 

65.0 

Massachusetts...  . 

37,  007 

32,  887 

88.9 

27,  700 

86.8 

74.8 

Michigan . 

175,  268 

143,  359 

81.8 

157,  300 

83.9 

89.7 

Minnesota  .  _. . . . 

188,  952 

87,  500 

46.3 

92,  500 

46.9 

49.0 

Mississippi  . 

263,  528 

49,  047 

18.6 

54,  500 

18.7 

20.7 

Missouri. . 

242,  934 

73,  186 

30.1 

72,  850 

28.4 

30.0 

Montana . .  ... 

37,  747 

10,  899 

28.9 

11,  350 

27. 1 

30.1 

Nebraska .  . . 

111,756 

37,  752 

33.8 

37,  050 

30.6 

33.2 

Nevada _ _ _ 

3,  429 

1,792 

52.2 

1,860 

52. 1 

54.2 

New  Hampshire . 

18,  786 

15,  200 

80.9 

13,  850 

83.6 

73.7 

New  Jersey. . .  ... 

26,  226 

23,  481 

89.  5 

24,  300 

94. 1 

92.7 

New  Mexico. . . . . 

29,  695 

7,  093 

23.9 

7,400 

21.  7 

24.9 

New  York _  ..  .  _ 

149,  490 

120,  986 

80.9 

121,  200 

79.1 

81.1 

North  Carolina . . 

287,  412 

107,  637 

37.5 

106,  350 

38.2 

37.0 

North  Dakota . . 

69,  520 

7, 141 

10.3 

6,  250 

8.5 

9.0 

Ohio . .  .  . . 

220,  575 

162,  590 

73.7 

184,  600 

79.0 

83.7 

Oklahoma. 

164,  790 

44,  634 

27.1 

36,  400 

20.3 

22. 1 

Oregon  . . 

63, 125 

46,  652 

73.9 

49,  400 

79.9 

78.3 

Pennsylvania . . 

171,761 

122,  774 

71.5 

116,200 

68.8 

67.  7 

Rhode  Island  . . 

3,603 

3,108 

86.3 

2,  950 

97.9 

81.9 

South  Carolina _ 

147,  745 

52, 047 

35.2 

57, 100 

41.5 

38.6 

South  Dakota. . . 

68,  705 

8,  556 

12.5 

8,300 

11.5 

12.1 

Tennessee . 

234,  431 

69,  546 

29.7 

63,  350 

25.6 

27.0 

Texas. _ _ _ _ 

384,  977 

152,  219 

39.5 

144,  900 

34.7 

37.6 

Utah _  _ _ .  .. 

26,  322 

19,  822 

75.3 

20,  000 

78.7 

76.0 

Vermont . 

26,  490 

17,  943 

67.7 

15,  800 

67.0 

59.6 

Virginia . . 

173,  051 

61,954 

35.8 

60,  250 

34.4 

34.8 

Washington _  _ 

79,  887 

66,  446 

S3.  2 

68,  300 

83.6 

85.5 

West  Virginia. . 

97,  600 

37,  731 

38.7 

33,  550 

33.8 

34.4 

Wisconsin . . 

177,  745 

119,623 

67.3 

124,  450 

66.6 

70.0 

Wyoming... . 

13,  076 

4,780 

36.6 

5,  550 

37.0 

42.4 

1  Based  on  total  farms  as  shown  on  Apr.  1,  1940,  census. 

2  Based  on  total  farms  as  shown  on  June  30,  1945,  census. 
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Table  7. — • Number  and  percentage  of  farms  electrified  with  central  station  electric 
service,  by  States;  June  30,  1950,  REA  estimates  compared  with  Apr.  1,  1950, 
census  figures 


Ap 

Total 

farms 

r.  1,  1950  census 

F arms  electrified 

June  30,  1950  REA  sur¬ 
vey,  farms  electrified 

Percent 2 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 1 

United  States . . 

5, 382, 134 

4, 154, 359 

77.2 

5, 053,  676 

86.3 

93. 9 

Alabama . _  . . 

211,512 

144,  267 

68.2 

197, 708 

88.  5 

93.5 

Arizona . 

10,412 

7,535 

72.4 

11,839 

90.  1 

113.7 

Arkansas _  _  _  . 

182,  429 

121,587 

66.6 

164,  280 

82.6 

90.  1 

California.  . 

137,  108 

123,311 

90.  0 

136,  804 

98.5 

99.7 

Colorado _  _  _  . 

45,  578 

32,  827 

72.0 

43,  570 

91.5 

95. 6 

Connecticut.. _ _ 

15,  615 

14,  393 

92.2 

22,  216 

99.9 

142.3 

Delaware.  .  .  ... 

7,  448 

6,  092 

81.8 

8,  922 

96.0 

119.8 

Florida. . . 

56.  921 

40,  292 

70.8 

50, 886 

83.2 

89.4 

Georgia  ...  ...  .  ..  ..  .... 

198,  191 

149,  105 

75.2 

216,  195 

95.7 

109.  1 

Idaho.  . 

40.  284 

36,  901 

91.6 

41,051 

98.9 

101.9 

Illinois. . 

195,  208 

168,  258 

86.4 

198,  520 

97.2 

101.7 

Indiana..  .  .  .  . 

166,  627 

152,  528 

91.5 

174,  034 

98.9 

104.4 

Iowa _ 

203,  159 

183,  508 

90.3 

199,  532 

95.5 

98.2 

Kansas.. . .  ..  _ 

131,394 

91,  747 

69.8 

104,  724 

74.2 

79.7 

Kentucky.. _  ...  ..  _ 

218,  476 

144,  796 

66.3 

186,  065 

78.0 

85.2 

Louisiana . . 

124,  181 

82,  932 

66.8 

109,  822 

84.9 

88.4 

Maine  ...  ...  ..  ..  . 

30,  358 

25,  990 

85.6 

33, 103 

78.5 

109.  0 

Maryland _ 

36,  107 

30,  164 

83.5 

40,  169 

97.2 

111.2 

Massachusetts _  _ 

22,  221) 

20,  256 

91.2 

36, 156 

97.7 

162.7 

Michigan.  . . 

155,  589 

146,  549 

94.2 

173, 743 

99.  1 

111.7 

Minnesota . . . . 

179,  1111 

148,  328 

82.8 

165,  873 

87.8 

92.6 

Mississippi  . 

251,383 

140, 212 

55.8 

152,  039 

57.7 

60.5 

Missouri..  _ _ _ 

230,  045 

157,  930 

68.7 

185,  431 

76.3 

80.6 

Montana _ _ 

35,  085 

22,  915 

65.3 

27,  076 

71.7 

77.2 

Nebraska.  ...  ... 

107, 183 

77,  354 

72.2 

81,  639 

73.1 

76.2 

Nevada.  .  .  .... 

3, 110 

1,811 

58.2 

2,  305 

67.2 

74.1 

New  Hampshire.. _  . 

13,  391 

12,  675 

94.7 

18,  152 

96.6 

135.6 

New  Jersey _ _ _ 

24,838 

23,  174 

93.3 

26,  079 

99.4 

105.0 

New  Mexico.  .  .....  . 

23,  599 

12,  997 

55.  1 

19.  435 

65.4 

82.4 

New  York..  _ 

124,  977 

116,888 

93.5 

143,  135 

95.7 

114.5 

North  Carolina.  . . 

288,  508 

218,  897 

75.9 

254,  568 

88.6 

88.2 

North  Dakota _ _  _ 

65,  401 

35,646 

54.5 

32,  628 

55.6 

49.9 

Ohio...  _ _ _ 

199,  359 

185,  297 

92.9 

219,  743 

99.6 

110.2 

Oklahoma  ... 

142,  246 

91,  990 

64.7 

111,482 

67.7 

78.4 

Oregon _ 

59,  827 

53,  425 

89.3 

62, 809 

99.5 

105.0 

Pennsylvania.  ....  _ 

140,  887 

133,  467 

90.9 

162,  549 

94.6 

110.7 

Rhode  Island.. . 

2,  598 

2,411 

92.8 

3,  599 

99.9 

138.5 

South  Carolina _  . 

139,  364 

94,  842 

68. 1 

127,  564 

86.3 

84.4 

South  Dakota _ ....  . 

66,  452 

37,  487 

56.4 

41,  264 

60.  1 

62.  1 

Tennessee. . . . .  . 

231,631 

165,  005 

71.2 

193,  017 

82.3 

83.3 

Texas... . 

331,  567 

258,  899 

78. 1 

334,  506 

86.9 

100.9 

Utah _  _. 

24, 176 

21,  427 

88.6 

21,  485 

81.6 

88.9 

Vermont.  .  . 

19,  043 

17,  463 

91.7 

22,  824 

86.2 

119.9 

Virginia. . . .  .  . 

150,  997 

113,  949 

75.5 

157,  476 

91.0 

104.3 

Washington _  _  . 

69,  820 

64.  161 

91.9 

78,  593 

98.4 

112.6 

West  Virginia _ _  ... _ _ 

81,434 

58,  789 

72.2 

77.  075 

79.0 

94.6 

Wisconsin  ..  ._  ..  . 

168,  561 

155,  545 

92.3 

165,  815 

93.3 

98.4 

Wyoming. . 

12,  614 

7,937 

62.9 

10,  176 

77.8 

80.7 

1  Based  on  total  farms  as  shown  In  Jan.  1,  1945  census. 

2  Based  on  total  farms  as  shown  in  Apr.  1,  1950  census. 
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Table  9. — Limitations  on  loans  by  States,  from  all  funds  available ,  1952-56,  under 
sec.  3  (c),  id),  and.  (e)  of  Rural  Electrification  Act 


Actual, 

1952 

Actual, 

1953 

Actual, 

1954 

Estimate, 

1955 

Estimate, 

1956 

Alabama  . . 

$32,  203,  729 

$22,  696,  575 

$18, 698, 818 

$18, 916, 860 

$21, 847,  519 

Arizona.  . . 

27,  189,  263 

19,  586,  569 

13.  284, 132 

13,  764,  843 

15.938,044 

Arkansas.  . . 

30,  775,116 

22,  264.  785 

18,  812,  942 

19,316,  971 

22,  306,  744 

California. . 

27,  754,  774 

20,  129, 153 

14,  567,  570 

15,  092,419 

17,  460,  019 

Colorado.. . . .  .  .  .  _  . 

28,  072,  448 

20,  018,  671 

13,  933,  872 

14,  187,  012 

16,  421,  644 

Connecticut  . . . 

27,  159,  188 

19,  562,  945 

13,  270,  094 

13,  612,  887 

15,  763,  519 

Delaware  ...  .  ...... 

27, 151,440 

19,  546,  415 

13,  214,  673 

13,  706,  430 

15,  870,769 

Florida . . . 

28,  214,  768 

20,  410, 307 

15,  004,  012 

15.  318,312 

17,719,369 

Georgia  ...  . . . 

31,501,911 

21,  482,  295 

16,  739, 388 

16,  559,  902 

19,  143,  844 

Idaho. 

27,  269, 191 

19,  629,  297 

13,  345,  205 

13,  799, 156 

15,  977,  044 

Illinois. .  . 

29,  046,  265 

20.  447,  185 

14,  994,896 

15,  236,  002 

17,624,  794 

Indiana. . . 

27.  905,  149 

19,  755,  839 

13,  312,  572 

14,  623.  070 

16,  921,  819 

Iowa..  _  . . . . . 

27,  927,  782 

19,  943,  743 

13,  693,  592 

14,  799,  536 

17,  124,  619 

Kansas . 

29,112,735 

20,  685,  691 

14,  829,  180 

15,  262,  962 

17,  655,  994 

Kentucky  _ _  _ 

32,318,  217 

22,  302, 133 

18,  251.  073 

17,  459,  794 

20, 176,  369 

Louisiana . 

29,  714,  847 

20,  918,  583 

15.467,617 

15,  501,  721 

17,  929,  969 

Maine . .  . 

27,  472,  987 

19,  798,  799 

13,  774,  172 

14,  366,  746 

16,  628, 344 

Maryland.  _ _ _ _ 

27,  487,  668 

19,  736,  503 

13,  497,  066 

13,  957,  648 

16, 158,  394 

Massachusetts..  .  _ 

27,  243,  602 

19.  630,  855 

13,  427,  060 

13,  964,  388 

16. 166,  194 

Michigan  _  ...  . 

27,  430,  781 

19,  624,  697 

13, 125,  525 

14,  290,  078 

16,  547,  419 

M  innesota  . . 

28,  929,  227 

20,  569,  205 

14,816,232 

14,  966,  198 

17,  315,  719 

Mississippi.. . . 

36,  643,  608 

26.  019,  201 

26,  075,  670 

26,634, 162 

30,  699,  544 

Missouri . 

31,  567,  362 

22,  102,  923 

17,  339,  176 

17,  277,  405 

19,  966,744 

Montana.  __  . . . . 

27,  992,  928 

20,  067, 167 

14,  070,  602 

14,  485,819 

16,  764,  844 

Nebraska _ _ _ 

28,452,411 

20, 149,  189 

14, 163,  032 

14,  403, 101 

16, 670,  269 

Nevada. . . . 

27,  178,355 

19,  574,  017 

13,  298,  169 

13,  810,  594 

15,  989,  719 

New  Hampshire  .. 

27,  128,  501 

19,  516,  243 

13, 153,  600 

13,  660,  067 

15,  817, 144 

Now  Jersey 

27,  188,  652 

19,  568,  637 

13,  236,  550 

13,  759,  125 

15.931,219 

New  Mexico  .  . 

28.  005, 162 

20,  105,  605 

14,  293,  564 

14,  837,  321 

17, 167,  519 

New  York _ 

27,  750,  390 

20,  010, 173 

14,  249,  262 

15,  019,  709 

17,  377, 144 

North  Carolina.. . 

31, 831,  003 

21,  648,  679 

16,  218,  902 

15,411,650 

17,  826,  619 

North  Dakota.  . 

28,  762,  541 

20, 468,  237 

14,873, 116 

15, 377,  950 

17,  787,  619 

Ohio _  .  . 

28,  274,  816 

20,  111,531 

14,  047,  814 

14,  387,  9S7 

16,  652,  719 

Oklahoma . 

31,406, 487 

21,853,737 

17,  907,  425 

18,  327,  212 

21,  170,  869 

Oregon.  ..  . 

27,  556,  994 

19,  757,  633 

13,  289,  784 

13,  806,  509 

15,  985,  819 

Pennsylvania _  . 

28,  152, 376 

20, 187,  785 

14,  704,  117 

15,  395,  515 

17,  808,  094 

Rhode  Island... . 

27,  074, 162 

19,  501,  429 

13, 137,  193 

13,  641,  685 

15,  796,  669 

South  Carolina _ _ 

30, 408,  917 

21,296,  027 

16,  252,  082 

16,  970,  020 

19,  613,  794 

South  Dakota..  . 

28,  778,  445 

20,  477,  905 

14,  619,  528 

14,  604,  280 

16,  900,  369 

Tennessee. . 

31,  395,  068 

21,912,915 

16,  609,  585 

15,  804, 817 

18,  278, 044 

Texas . . 

33,  814,  830 

23, 084,  781 

20,  739,  376 

21,  665,  555 

25,  000,  669 

Utah.. 

27,  268, 172 

19,  621, 109 

13,  321,  869 

13,  701,732 

15,  864,  919 

Vermont . 

27,  187,  224 

19,585,711 

13,  330,  620 

13, 784, 655 

15,  960,  469 

Virginia.  _  ...  _ 

28,  993,  863 

20,  372, 179 

14, 336,  588 

14,  534,  837 

16, 820,  419 

Washington.  .  . 

27,  504, 184 

19,  679,  897 

13,  228,  893 

13,  742,  785 

15,  912,  694 

West  Virginia.. . 

28,  547,  123 

20, 340,  915 

15,  010,  940 

15,  639,  993 

18,  088,  894 

W  isconsin  . 

28,  069,  084 

20,  089,  701 

14,  368,  492 

15,  005,  821 

17,  361,  544 

W  voming  _ 

27,  360,  334 

19,  637,  405 

13,  345,  752 

13,  862, 471 

16, 049, 194 

All  Territories . 

27,  055,  710 

19,  489, 187 

13, 110,  029 

13,  609,  619 

15,  759,  619 

Total  of  State  ceilings  1 _ 

1,  413,  229,  790 

1,004, 970, 163 

732,  391,  421 

751,871,331 

869, 721, 331 

Total  available  for  loans _ 

358,  057,  095 

244,  891,  865 

221,  100,  290 

221,  096,  190 

255, 096, 190 

i 


1  See  table  on  following  page: 
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Table  9. — Limitations  on  loans  by  States,  from  all  funds  available,  1952-56,  under 
sec.  3  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  of  Rural  Electrification  Act — Continued 


i  Footnote  table: 


FUNDS  AVAILABLE 


1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956  request 

Regular  authorization _ 

Reserve  authorization 
used _  _  - 

*100, 000,  000 

$50, 000, 000 

$135, 000, 000 

38, 000, 000 

7, 000, 000 

$135, 000, 000 

35, 000, 000 

$160, 000,  000 

35, 000, 000 

Reserve  authorization  not 
used _  _ 

75, 000, 000 

50, 000, 000 

Total,  new  authori¬ 
zation _ _ _ 

175, 000, 000 

100, 000, 000 

180, 000, 000 

170, 000, 000 

195, 000, 000 

Carryover _ 

182,  724, 175 
332, 920 

117,298,364 
27,  593,  501 

29, 919,  203 
11, 181, 087 

46, 996, 190 
«  4, 100,  000 

“  56, 096, 190 
<*  4, 000, 000 

Total  available  from 
prior  years _ 

183, 057, 095 

144, 891, 865 

41, 100,  290 

51, 096, 190 

60, 096, 190 

Total  available..  ... 

358, 057, 095 

244, 891, 865 

221, 100,  290 

221, 096, 190 

255, 096, 190 

•  Estimated. 

APPLICATION  OF  STATE  LIMITATIONS 


Allotted  on  basis  of  un¬ 
electrified  farms  (IS  of 
new  authorization) _ 

$87,  500,  000 

$50, 000, 000 

$90, 000, 000 

$85,  000, 000 

$97,  500, 000 

Unallotted.  Not  to  exceed 
10  percent  to  any  1  State 
(balance  of  availability) 

270,  557, 095 

194, 891, 865 

131, 100,  290 

136, 096, 190 

157, 596,190 

TOTAL  OF  STATE  CEILINGS 


Any  State  and  all  the  Territories  may  receive  10  percent  of  the  unallotted  funds.  For  this  reason, 
the  total  of  State  ceilings  is  considerably  higher  than  the  total  funds  actually  available  for  loan,  as 
follows: 


1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

10  percent  of  unalloted 
funds...  . . . 

$27, 055, 710 

$19, 489, 187 

$13, 1 10, 029 

$13, 609, 619 

$15,  759,  619 

Times  49.  .  _ 

1,  325.  729,  790 

954, 970, 163 

642,  391,421 

666,  871, 331 

772,  221,  331 

Allotted  funds _ _ 

87.  500, 000 

50, 000, 000 

90,  000,  000 

85,  000,  000 

97.  500,  000 

Total  of  State  ceil¬ 
ings — 

1,413,  229, 790 

1, 004, 970, 163 

732,  391,  421 

751, 871, 331 

869, 721, 331 
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Mr.  Nelsen.  If  there  are  any  other  questions,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
will  be  happy  to  answer  them. 

Senator  Humphrey.  There  seems  to  be  a  considerable  amount  of 
information  here,  Mr.  Nelsen.  Why  do  you  not  run  through  these 
tables  and  give  us  an  analysis  of  what  you  have  analyzed. 

Mr.  Partridge.  Tables  1  to  5  in  this  set  of  tables  that  you  have 
show  for  the  years  1950  through  1954  the  number  of  percentage  of 
unelectrified  farms  in  each  State,  the  percentage  which  the  number  of 
unelectrified  farms  in  each  State  was  of  the  total  number  of  un- 
electrified  farms  in  the  United  States,  and  the  gross  amount  of  electri¬ 
fication  loans  made  each  year  in  each  State,  and  the  percent  of  these 
amounts  to  the  total  loans  for  the  year. 

The  tables  show  that  there  is  very  little  relationship  between  the 
percentage  of  unelectrified  farms  and  the  loan  needs  as  reflected  by  the 
loans  which  were  made  in  each  year. 

In  table  1,  which  contains  the  data  for  1950,  you  will  note  that  the 
first  State,  Alabama,  3.859  percent  of  the  unelectrified  farms  at  the 
beginning  of  the  1950  fiscal  year,  and  received  1.58  percent  of  the  gross 
loans  in  that  year. 

Arizona,  with  0.170  percent  of  the  unelectrified  farms,  received 
1  percent  of  the  loans. 

Dropping  down  now  to  Missouri  we  find,  on  the  other  hand,  that  in 
that  State  there  were  7.392  percent  of  the  unelectrified  farms;  the  loans 
made  in  that  year  came  to  11.89  percent  of  the  total  loans.  And  so  on 
through  the  entire  list  of  the  States  we  find  that  the  unelectrified 
farms  did  not  serve  as  a  good  indicator  of  the  loan  needs. 

Going  over  to  table  5  which  contains  the  data  for  1954,  you  will 
note  the  same  is  true  there.  That  is,  there  seems  to  be  no  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  percentage  of  unelectrified  farms  and  the  percent 
of  the  gross  loans  made. 

Mississippi  has  been  mentioned  by  Mr.  Nelsen  as  one  good  example 
of  that.  You  might  also  note  Nebraska,  'where  with  1.170  percent 
of  the  total  unelectrified  farms,  we  made  loans  which  amounted  to 
8.50  percent  of  the  total  loans  made  in  1954. 

Tables  6  and  7  demonstrate  the  inaccuracies  that  are  inevitable 
in  making  the  annual  estimate  of  the  number  of  unelectrified  farms, 
which  is  the  basis  of  the  allocation  of  50  percent  of  the  new  loan  funds 
made  available  by  Congress  each  year. 

The  data  obtained  from  the  various  sources  which  Mr.  Nelsen  has 
mentioned  are  coordinated  and  published  annually  by  KEA. 

Table  8  shows  the  results  of  the  1954  survey  which  was  published 
on  September  30,  1954.  Since  no  count  is  made  of  the  total  farms  by 
States,  the  latest  census  count  is  used.  The  census  statistics  are 
usually  not  available,  even  in  preliminary  form,  until  more  than  a 
year  after  the  enumeration  is  made.  For  this  reason  census  statistics 
for  total  farms  more  than  5  years  old  are  sometimes  used  as  the  basis 
for  determining  the  number  and  percentage  of  farms  electrified  in 
each  State. 

Table  7  shows  the  determination  also  of  electrified  farms  made  as 
of  June  30,  1950,  on  October  2,  1950,  when  the  survey  table  was 
published.  The  results  of  the  April  1,  1950  census  count  were  not 
yet  available.  Therefore,  the  January  1,  1945  census  count  was  used 
as  the  base. 

The  resulting  errors  were  so  substantial  that  they  literally  speak 
for  themselves;  900,000  more  farms  were  determined  to  be  elec- 


ALLOCATION  OF  REA  FUNDS  27 

trifled  as  of  June  30,  1950,  than  the  census  count  subsequently  pub¬ 
lished  showed  for  April  1,  1950. 

In  22  States  more  farms  were  estimated  to  be  electrified  on  June 
30,  1950,  than  the  total  farms  counted  in  these  States  in  the  April  1, 
1950,  census. 

In  Massachusetts  the  number  of  farms  estimated  to  be  electrified 
exceeded  the  actual  total  number  of  farms  by  62.7  percent.  Of  course, 
a  large  part  of  this  error  was  due  to  the  unpredictable  and  quite  sub¬ 
stantial  decrease  in  the  total  number  of  farms  in  the  Nation  from 
5,859,000  on  January  1,  1945,  to  5,382,000  on  April  1,  1950.  But 
the  fact  remains  that  a  survey  was  made  by  REA  between  July  1  and 
October  2,  1950,  of  the  number  of  unelectrified  farms  in  each  State  as 
of  June  30  of  that  year.  That  survey  showed  5,053,000  farms  electri¬ 
fied. 

When  during  the  following  year  the  April  1,  1950,  census  count  was 
published  it  appeared  that  the  June  30,  1950,  REA  estimate,  was  not 
900,000  farms  off.  This  survey,  of  course,  was  the  basis  upon  which 
50  percent  of  the  fiscal  year  1951  electrification  loan  funds  were  al¬ 
lotted,  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  act.  This,  I  believe,  was  the 
only  use  made  of  the  survey. 

As  it  happened,  the  error  had  no  serious  consequence  since  the 
allocation  of  fiscal  year  1951  loan  funds,  which  used  the  June  30,  1950, 
survey  as  the  base  bore  little  percent  of  relationship  to  the  number  of 
unelectrified  farms  in  each  State,  as  we  see  in  table  No.  2. 

Table  6  indicates  that  a  similar  error  was  made  in  the  June  30,  1945, 
survey,  which  used  the  April  1,  1940,  census  count  as  a  basis. 

The  January  1,  1945,  census  figures  were  unavailable,  of  course,  at 
that  time. 

Since  the  total  number  of  farms  dropped  comparatively  slightly 
between  1940  and  1945,  the  errors  were  not  as  great  as  in  the  June  30, 
1950,  survey. 

Table  6  is  significant  in  that  it  shows  that  such  errors  are  recurrent 
and  unavoidable. 

Table  9  in  this  set,  the  last  table  in  the  set,  shows  the  maximum 
amount  of  electric  loan  funds  available  to  each  State  actually  during 
the  period  1952  to  1954,  and  our  estimates  of  the  amounts  to  be  avail¬ 
able  in  1955  and  1956.  These  are,  of  course,  maximum  amounts. 
Obviously,  we  cannot  loan  these  maximum  amounts  in  each  State 
since  their  sum  is  much  greater  than  the  total  amounts  available  in 
any  year. 

The  footnotes  to  table  9,  which  are  attached,  show  the  source  of 
the  total  funds  available  in  each  year  and  the  application  of  the 
State  limitations. 

Senator  Humphrey.  May  I  ask  a  question  here  on  table  9? 

I  notice  that  you  have  here  the  total  of  State  ceilings  which  run  in 
each  year  in  1952  and  1953,  well  over  a  billion  dollars.  And  that  in 
1954  about  $732  million.  Your  estimates  in  1955,  $751  million  plus; 
1956,  $869  million  plus.  Then  your  total  available  for  loans  is  sub¬ 
stantially  smaller,  running  about,  one-third  or  between  one-third  and 
one-fourth. 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  right.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Humphrey.  What  is  the  larger  figure  related  to? 

Mr.  Partridge.  The  larger  figure  brings  out,  sir,  the  point  which 
Mr.  Nelsen  made  earlier  and  which  I  have  also  mentioned,  that  the 
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amounts  which  are  available  to  each  State  are  maximum  amounts  and 
not  the  amount  which  can  actually  lie  loaned,  that  is,  we  cannot  loan 
the  maximum  amount  in  all  States  in  1  year. 

Senator  Humphrey.  You  do  not  have  that  much  money? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  right,  sir.  That  is  exactly  the  point. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Then  what  are  you  talking  about? 

Mr.  Partridge.  The  point  here  is  these  figures  do  show  for  each 
State  the  maximum  amount  which  can  be  loaned  in  that  State — that 
1  State — in  any  1  year. 

Senator  Humphrey.  On  the  basis  of  these  calculated  estimates  as 
to  nonelectrified  farms,  or  the  need? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Under  the  State  allotment  formula,  applying  the 
unelectrified - 

Senator  Humphrey.  Provided  that  the  Congress  authorized  that 
much  money? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  right,  sir. 

Senator  Humphrey.  I  just  want  this  record  clear.  These  are  the 
theoretical  figures  to  meet  all  needs,  provided  that  the  Congress 
provided  the  money? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Senator  Humphrey.  On  the  basis  of  your  surveys  of  the  number  of 
unelectrified  farms,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Partridge.  And  also  with  the  10  percent  limitation  in  on  the 
other  50  percent — right. 

Senator  Humphrey.  So  that  on  the  one  hand  these  are  hypothetical 
figures  provided  that  the  Congress  was  going  to  in  one  fell  swoop 
provide  all  of  the  funds? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Well,  they  are  not  hypothetical  in  this  sense. 
They  are  the  figures  in  the  case  of  the  years  1952  through  1954  under 
which  we  have  operated,  that  is,  these  have  been  the  limitations  in 
each  State  as  to  the  amount  of  funds  which  could  be  loaned  in  that 
State  in  1  year. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Which  could  be  loaned? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Which  could  be  loaned. 

Senator  Humphrey.  On  what  basis  could  they  be  loaned  ? 

Mr.  Partridge.  Taking  into  account  the  lending  authorization 
made  available  by  the  Congress,  the  carryover  of  unused  loan  funds 
from  the  preceding  year,  and  the  rescissions  of  loans  made  in  previous 
years  which  we  did  rescind  during  the  current  year. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Where  would  you  have  gotten  the  money,  sir? 
May  I  just  say  in  searching  inquiry  for  actual  1954,  $732,391,421. 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  precisely  the  point  that  we  are  trying  to 
make,  sir,  that  is,  that  these  are  not  amounts  which  can  be  loaned 
in  all  States  combined,  but  for  each  individual  State  they  do  represent 
the  maximum  available  to  that  State.  These  are  submitted  primarily 
as  reference  data,  rather  than  to  prove  any  particular  point.  I  think 
points  up  the  misunderstanding  and  the  confusion  which  exists  with 
respect  to  the  State  allotment  formula. 

Senator  Humphrey.  The  word  is  “confusion” — I  do  not  have  a 
misunderstanding  about  these  figures,  but  I  must  confess  as  one  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee,  I  am  very  confused.  The  $732  million  for  1954 
is  not  an  actual  sum  of  money  which  is  available  and  authorized  by 
Congress,  is  it,  for  that  year? 
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Mr.  Partridge.  No,  sir;  it  is  not.  The  total  amount  available  is 
shown  on  the  line  directly  below. 

Senator  Humphrey.  $221,100,290? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Strong.  I  think  perhaps  the  confusion,  Senator,  can  be  cleared 
away  a  little  bit  if  we  go  back  to  the  content  of  the  formula;  the 
overall  content  of  the  formula.  It  provides  in  addition  to  this  State 
percentage  of  unelectrified  farms  formula — it  provides  that  the  other 
half  of  the  authorized  funds  set  up  by  the  Congress  can  be  expended 
in  any  State  to  the  extent  of  not  more  than  10  percent  of  that 
remaining  half. 

Senator  Humphrey.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Strong.  These  figures  then  show  what  would  be  the  total 
available  to  any  one  State  including  that  10  percent  of  it  to  the  other 
half  of  the  funds  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

Senator  Humphrey.  In  other  words,  you  take  the  total  amount  that 
is  allotted  and  you  say  that  the  most  they  coidd  get  in  any  one  State 
over  and  bejmnd  the  formula  is  10  percent  for  any  one  State,  is  that 
right? 

Mr.  Strong.  Ten  percent  of  what  is  left. 

Senator  Humphrey.  After  the  50  percent  is  withdrawn? 

Mr.  Strong.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Humphrey.  So  you  add  up  a  maximum  of  10  percent  for 
the  needs  in  any  one  State  and  this  is  your  aggregate  total  plus  the 
50  percent? 

Mr.  Strong.  That  is  right.  This  merely  shows  us  what  is  the 
maximum  that  could  be  loaned  in  any  one  State,  taking  into  account 
both  halves  of  this  formula. 

Senator  Humphrey.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Strong.  It  has  no  relationship  to  the  actual  number  of  dollars 
available. 

Senator  Humphrey.  All  of  which  is  to  indicate  the  complications 
that  you  operate  under  with  this  formula. 

Mr.  Strong.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Humphrey.  And  the  difficulty  you  would  have  explaining 
for  example  to  a  State  that  comes  in  and  states,  “Look,  we  are  entitled 
to  at  least  10  percent.”  If  every  State  came  in  and  asked  for  their 
full  allotment  under  their  formula,  the  50  percent  set  aside  and  the 
10  percent  maximum  of  the  balance,  you  would  have  had  to  have  in 
1954,  $732  million? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Humphrey.  That,  of  course,  you  do  not  have? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Humphrey.  I  doubt  if  you  are  going  to  get  it.  We  have 
nothing  to  say  over  that  here,  by  the  way. 

Is  there  anything  else,  Mr.  Partridge? 

Mr.  Partridge.  That  completes  it. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Would  you  like  to  inquire  into  this,  Senator 
Scott? 

Senator  Scott.  I  would  rather  hear  some  of  the  viewpoints  of  some 
of  these  other  folks  who  may  be  here  that  want  to  be  heard  this 
morning. 
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If  you  change  this  formula  now  to  where  you  are  going  to  make  it 
possible  to  do  a  big  job  in  one  State,  you  can  use  up  most  of  the  funds 
there.  I  always  want  to  see  you,  on  the  telephone  program  or  on 
this  program  or  on  anything  else,  put  that  man  out  at  the  end  of  the 
road  in  as  the  first  man.  You  have  got  to  service  him  regardless1  of 
whether  there  is  a  transmission  line  or  anything  else  involved.  Get 
that  man  electricity — that  is  the  purpose  of  it.  Of  course,  I  know 
that  there  is  such  a  thing  as  getting  down  to  the  end  of  the  road 
where  it  is  not  practical;  but  if  this  group  up  here  has  ambitions  to 
do  this  other  and  you  have  a  State  setup  that  wants  to  do  something 
else,  they  can  mighty  easily  determine  within  themselves  that  it 
is  not  feasible  to  go  down  there  and  give  that  man  service.  I  never 
want  to  see  that  happen. 

I  do  not  know  how  this  formula  is  going  to  protect  that  man.  I 
know  how  it  has  been  operating  in  my  State.  I  was  on  the  first 
REA  authority  that  we  had  in  North  Carolina  and  advocated  the 
State  setting  it  up  even  before  we  set  up  the  national  program.  All  . 
of  the  time  we  found  the  disposition  not  to  go  over  the  hill  and  get^ 
service  to  this  other  man,  because  they  wanted  to  do  this  bigger 
thing. 

I  do  not  think  in  a  program  that  we  ought  to  get  to  where  we  cannot 
still  look  at  that  man  who  is  down  a  the  end  of  tlie  hollow,  or  up  on  the 
hill  somehwere,  to  get  him  electricity  if  he  wants  it,  and  not  rule  him 
out,  because  we  do  not  have  funds  enough.  We  have  got  to  build  this 
transmission  line — we  have  to  do  this  other.  Therefore,  we  have  to 
conserve  our  funds  and  we  will  get  to  you  some  day,  if  you  live  long 
enough,  they  say. 

I  never  want  to  see  that  happen,  be  it  on  the  telephone  proposition 
or  anything  else.  I  would  like  to  have  that  individual  serviced: 

I  know  that  we  will  not  do  it — I  know  how  human  nature  works — 
but  I  want  that  individual  down  there  and  his  fmaily  to  be  supreme 
in  this  program.  That  is  going  contrary  to  a  lot  of  thinking.  I  know 
that  we  get  ambitious  up  here,  and  on  the  State  level,  too,  and  in 
REA  co-ops  for  telephones  and  electricity  until  we  forget  that  man 
out  there.  He  is  a  little  fellow  who  does  not  know  how  to  plead  his 
case.  I  want  that  man  to  have  some  protection  somewhere. 

You  can  formulate  a  man  out  of  the  picture.  I  have  seen  that  done —  . 
like  we  are  being  conferred  out  of  some  of  our  programs  up  here.  The  ' 
more  conferences  the  more  you  get  conferred  out  of.  I  just  do  not 
want  to  see  that  happen. 

Senator  Humphrey.  I  want  to  say  that  those  are  words  of  wisdom. 

I  think  you  have  expressed  the  philosophy  of  those  who  are  deeply 
interested  here  in  the  Congress  in  the  objective  and  the  service 
qualities  of  REA.  I  think  Mr.  Nelsen  ought  to  make  some  rejoinder 
to  this,  some  statement  as  to  what  your  objective  is  here,  and  what 
criteria  and  standards  are  you  establishing,  in  case  this  formula  is 
removed,  to  take  care  of  the  very  type  of  situation  that  Senator  Scott 
brings  to  your  attention. 

Mr.  Nelsen.  I  believe  that  the  removal  of  the  formula  would 
improve  the  possibilities  of  doing  exactly  what  the  Senator  indicates 
he  wants  to  do,  and  what  I  think  we  should  do. 

We  want  to  be  able  to  meet  all  of  the  legitimate  loan  needs  of  the 
REA  borrowers,  whatever  and  wherever  these  may  be.  The  State 
allotment  formula  makes  it  difficult  to  accomplish  this  without 
unnecessary  red  tape  and  procedural  involvement. 


ALLOCATION  OF  REA  FUNDS 


31 


A  good  example  of  the  things  we  are  faced  with  is  this:  In  the  States 
that  are  heavily  electrified  there  may  be  99  percent  completed.  The 
future  needs  in  that  State,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  it  is  nearly  com¬ 
pleted,  as  far  as  reaching  the  customers  are  concerned,  their  future 
needs  are  going  to  be  greater  than  in  some  of  the  States  with  less 
extensive  economic  resources.  So  that  the  tendency  would  be,  if 
you  are  restricted,  to  go  after  the  payload  and  forget  the  little  fellow 
at  the  end  of  the  road.  If  we  have  a  little  bit  more  latitude  we  can 
reach  out  and  reach  those  unserviced  people. 

I  think  it  has  been  the  philosophy  of  REA  always  to  serve  all  of 
the  farm  people.  That  is  the  purpose  of  the  program.  It  has  also 
been  one  that  we  have  encouraged  to  the  borrowers  to  go  out  and 
reach  the  unserved  and  to  dig  down  in  their  pockets,  and  to  take  a 
little  of  their  cream  to  help  the  fellow  who  is  out  there  in  the  short 
grass,  if  we  want  to  put  it  that  way. 

Our  policy  on  generation  and  transmission  loans  is  that  we  will 
make  loans  for  those  purposes  where  a  supply  of  power  is  lacking  or 
\  inadequate.  These  loans  must  be  the  means  of  lower  cost  power  to 
J  the  farmer  and  they  must,  of  course,  be  economically  sound.  This 
is  the  historic  REA  policy  on  generation  and  transmission,  and  we 
think  it  is  sound.  We  believe  our  first  concern  must  be  getting  elec¬ 
tric  service  to  the  farmer  and  seeing  to  it  that  the  service  he  gets  is 
dependable  and  reasonable  in  cost.  We  are  giving  careful  attention 
in  seeking  the  best  solution ‘to  problems  such  as  disturb  Senator  Scott. 
In  each  case  where  generation  and  transmission  is  involved  we  try 
to  guard  against  additional  borrowers  getting  into  the  same  position 
some  now  find  themselves  in,  with  excessive  capital  or  operating  costs 
which  leave  them  no  margins  to  use  in  reaching  into  their  thinner 
areas.  We  think  we  should  use  loan  funds  always  with  the  objective 
of  making  electricity  available  to  the  maximum  number  of  farms  and 
at  the  lowest  feasible  cost  to  the  farmer. 

I  think  the  Senator’s  point  is  well  taken  and  certainly  we  endorse  it. 

Senator  Scott.  I  would  like  to  make  this  observation  for  the  REA 
group  in  general.  I  had  occasion  last  year  to  put  electricity  into  two 
families,  also  in  the  poultry  house,  and  so  forth.  It  was  in  REA 
territory,  but  it  was  also  right  in  what  we  call  a  “no-man’s  land” 
that  belonged  to  a  private  utility. 

)  They  said: 

Well,  now,  our  post  to  this  particular  farm  would  cost  us  a  little  bit  more  than 
it  would  cost  our  so-called  competitor.  We  are  going  to  come  in  there,  if  you  say 
so,  but  we  think  that  the  private  utility  can  best  serve  this  particular  farm  and 
the  farms  that  are  adjacent  to  it,  that  will  definitely  be  in  the  territory  of  the 
private  utility. 

I  just  put  the  proposition  up  to  the  private  utility.  And  they  said 
that  they  would  serve  it.  So  that,  settled  it.  It  shows  that  they  were 
on  the  alert  to  give  that  program  to  this  particular  farm,  even  though 
it  might  cost  them  more  to  do  it.  I  would  like  to  see  that  attitude. 

In  other  words,  they  have  determined  to  see  that  this  farm  had 
service  which  it  never  had  had  before.  They  did  a  good  job  there. 
'Flic  private  utility  is  serving  them,  the  same  one  that  serves  the  home 
where  I  live. 

Of  course,  I  think  perhaps  because  I  had  been  a  little  free  to  express 
my  opinions  about  how  they  had  and  had  not  worked  in  the  past  that 
had  a  little  something  to  do  with  the  service  that  I  got. 
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Senator  Humphrey.  I  imagine  that  might  be  the  case. 

Senator  Scott.  I  think  it  did,  because  I  was  on  the  first  REA 
Board.  I  made  the  first  talk  that  was  ever  made  publicly  in  North 
Carolina  on  the  need  for  REA  programs.  That  was  in  1931.  And 
that  is  an  interesting  story. 

We  are  very  much  concerned  about  this  whole  program.  In  other 
words,  if  the  private  companies  will  not  do  it,  the  REA  will  do  it. 
That  is,  if  they  do  not  get  their  formula  so  that  they  are  getting  high 
and  mighty,  too,  and  forget  that  little  fellow.  If  so,  then  what  will 
he  do? 

I  just  do  not  want  you  to  formulate  us  out  of  the  picture  down 
there  on  the  farm  level,  be  it  ever  so  humble  a  farm  outfit.  I  will 
not  go  into  my  theories  on  that,  except  to  say  that  this  water  that 
generates  electricity  belongs  to  all  of  us. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Had  you  completed  your  statement? 

Mr.  P  ARTF.IDGE.  Yes. 

Senator  Humphrey.  All  of  you  gentlemen? 

Mr.  Nelsen.  Yes. 

Senator  Humphrey'.  Thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen. 

Mr.  Nelsen.  Yes. 

Senator  Humphrey'.  I  would  like  now  to  call  Mr.  Ellis  before  us, 
to  give  us  the  benefit  of  his  views  of  the  amendment  to  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act. 

We  are  very  happy  to  have  you  before  the  subcommittee.  We 
look  forward  to  your  views  on  S.  153. 

Would  you  identify  your  associates  with  you,  too,  for  the  record? 

STATEMENT  OF  CLYDE  T.  ELLIS,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  NATIONAL 
RURAL  ELECTRIC  COOPERATIVE  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Ellis.  Mr.  Chairman,  sitting  here  with  me  is  Richard  Dell, 
who  has  been  with  our  organization  about  a  week,  but  who  was  for 
some  18  years  with  REA,  serving  in  various  capacities,  including  that 
of  Chief  of  the  Applications  and  Loans  Division. 

Senator  Humphrey'.  I  am  familiar  with  Mr.  Dell.  I  should  say 
that  we  know  of  his  good  work. 

Mr.  Dell.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Ellis.  The  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association 
is  the  service  organization  of  the  systems.  About  92  percent  of  the 
more  than  900  nonprofit  rural  electric  systems  are  voluntarily  dues- 
paying  members  of  this  organization. 

We  are  presenting  this  statement  in  support  of  the  formula  change. 
For  the  record — and  this  is  not  a  part  of  my  prepared  statement — I 
would  like  to  offer  you  a  copy  of  a  resolution  which  was  adopted 
unanimously  at  our  recent  national  meeting  in  Atlantic  City,  and  a 
copy  of  a  resolution  which  was  passed  year  before  last  at  our  national 
meeting  in  San  Francisco,  and  copies  of  resolutions  which  ivere  passed 
at  all  10  of  our  10  regional  meetings,  all  in  support  of  the  elimination 
of  the  formula  in  the  REA  Act. 

Senator  Humphrey.  I  shall  ask  that  they  be  embodied  and  incor¬ 
porated  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  resolutions  are  as  follows:) 


ALLOCATION  OF  REA  FUNDS 


33 


Resolutions  Passed  at  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association 
Regional  Meetings  in  1952  Regarding  tiie  Loan  Fund  Distribution 
Formula  in  the  REA  Act 

Region  I,  Bedford,  Pa.,  September  22  and  23,  1952: 

Whereas  the  loan  fund  distribution  formula  in  the  original  REA  Act  is  no 
longer  needed  to  secure  equitable  distribution  of  funds,  but  on  the  contrary  either 
requires  appropriation  of  more  loan  funds  than  are  needed,  or  hampers  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  program  by  making  certain  types  of  loans  impossible:  Now,  therefore, 
be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Congress  should  alter  or  abolish  the  formula  to  the  end  that 
loan  fund  regulations  may  be  more  flexible  and  thereby  better  meet  the  needs 
of  the  cooperatives. 

Region  II,  Miami  Beach,  Fla.,  October  27  and  28,  1952: 

Be  it  resolved,  That  the  Congress  repeal  the  formula  for  the  allocation  of  funds 
as  set  forth  in  the  original  Rural  Electrification  Act  in  order  that  the  funds  may 
be  utilized  to  meet  the  need  where  and  as  the  same  exists  at  the  present  time. 

Region  III ,  Lexington,  Ky.,  October  20  and  21,  1952: 

Whereas  the  REA  program  has  outgrown  the  formula  now  used  in  the  alloca¬ 
tion  of  appropriations  among  the  various  States  and  such  formula  brings  about 
various  hardships  to  States  desiring  to  institute  worthy  projects;  and 

Whereas  REA  will  soon  exhaust  its  rural  telephone  loan  funds  and  will  be 
unable  to  carry  on  the  rural  telephone  program  through  the  remaining  part  of 
the  fiscal  year  without  additional  appropriations;  and 

Whereas  the  action  of  Congress  in  cutting  REA  administrative  funds  is  tending 
to  hamper  the  progress  of  certain  REA  projects,  especially  the  rural  telephone 
program:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  delegates  to  this  region  III  convention  convened  in  Lexing¬ 
ton,  Kv.,  October  20  and  21,  1952,  do  hereby  urge  the  Members  of  Congress  to 
do  the  following: 

(a)  Adopt  a  new,  appropriate,  and  workable  electric  loan  fund  formula  for  the 
allocation  of  funds  among  the  States; 

(b)  Make  an  immediate  supplemental  telephone  loan  appropriation  of  $60  mil¬ 
lion;  and 

(c)  Make  available  to  REA  funds  adequate  for  its  administrative  uses. 

Region  IV,  French  Lick,  Ind.,  September  25—27,  1952: 

Whereas  Congress  has  undertaken  to  develop  a  vast  national  program  of  making 
self-liquidating  loans  to  the  rural  electric  systems  of  the  country  and  to  rural 
telephone  systems; 

And  whereas  the  job  is  by  no  means  completed  electrically  and  only  begun  in 
the  area  of  rural  telephones; 

Now,  therefore,  be  it  resolved  that  we  urge  Congress  to: 

First — Abolish  the  old  and  outgrown  electric-loan  formula  which  now  hampers 
REA  in  its  job  and  serves  to  prevent  the  completion  of  the  job  Congress  undertook 
to  do  for  the  rural  people  of  this  Nation. 

Second — To  ask  Congress  to  make  an  immediate  supplemental  authorization 
of  $60  million  for  telephone  loans. 

Third — To  make  available  adequate  REA  administrative  funds  to  properly 
carry  out  the  handling  of  both  electric  and  telephone  loans. 

Region  V,  Madison,  Wis.,  September  11-12,  1952 

Whereas  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  must  authorize  loans  funds  and 
appropriate  administrative  funds  for  the  administration  of  the  rural  electrification 
program; 

Now,  therefore,  be  it  resolved  that  Congress  be  requested  to  appropriate  addi¬ 
tional  funds  to  the  Administrator  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  for 
the  purpose  of  administering  the  Rural  Electrification  Act,  because  of  the  adding 
of  the  telephone  loan  program  to  the  electrification  loan  program;  and 

Be  it  resolved  that  Congress  be  requested  to  abolish  the  formula  in  the  REA 
Act  for  allocation  of  loan  funds  among  the  States  because  the  formula  is  no  longer 
applicable  to  the  problems  of  the  program;  and 

Be  it  resolved  that  Congress  be  requested  to  authorize  an  additional  $60  million 
in  loan  funds  for  telephone  loans  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  and  adequate  funds 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  in  order  that  adequate  telephone  service  may  be  made 
available  to  the  rural  areas  of  the  United  States. 
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Region  VI,  Fargo,  N.  Dak.,  October  9-10,  1952: 

We  urge  Congress  to  abolish  the  old  and  outgrown  electric  loan  formula  which 
now  hampers  the  REA  program. 

Region  VII,  Lincoln,  Nebr.,  September  15—16,  1952: 

Whereas  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  must  authorize  loan  funds  and 
appropriate  administrative  funds  for  the  administration  of  the  rural  electrification 
program ; 

Now  therefore  be  it  resolved  that  Congress  be  requested  to  appropriate  addi¬ 
tional  funds  to  the  Administrator  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  for 
the  purpose  of  administering  the  Rural  Electrification  Act,  these  additional  funds 
being  necessary  because  of  the  increased  activity  of  the  telephone  loan  program ; 

And  be  it  resolved  that  Congress  be  requested  to  abolish  the  formula  in  the 
REA  Act,  because  the  formula  is  no  longer  applicable  to  the  problems  of  the 
program;  and 

Be  it  further  resolved  that  Congress  be  requested  to  authorize  additional  loan 
funds  for  telephone  loans  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  and  adequate  funds  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year,  in  order  that  adequate  telephone  service  may  be  made  available 
to  the  rural  areas  of  the  United  States. 

Region  VIII,  Little  Rock,  Ark.,  October  31— November  1,  1952: 

Whereas  the  loan  fund  formula  in  the  basic  REA  Act  in  conjunction  with 
smaller  appropriations  is  precluding  the  making  of  meritorious  loans, 

Now  therefore  be  it  resolved  that  the  Congress  study  this  problem  and  provide 
some  solution,  possibly  considering  a  special  contingency  fund  to  which  the  formula 
does  not  apply  to  take  care  of  acceptable  loans  which  cannot  otherwise  be  made. 

Region  IX,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  October  6—7,  1952 

Be  it  resolved  that  we  urge  Congress  to: 

(1)  Abolish  the  old  and  outgrown  electric  loan  formula  which  now  hampers 
the  REA  program; 

(2)  Make  an  immediate  supplemental  telephone  loan  appropriation  of  $60 
million;  and 

(3)  Make  available  adequate  administrative  funds  for  REA. 

Region  X,  Phoenix,  Ariz.,  October  2-3,  1952 

Whereas  the  existing  loan  formula  allocating  appropriations  of  Congress  for 
loans  to  rural  electric  cooperatives  has  become  outmoded  and  obsolete  and  in 
fact  works  hardships  on  the  allocation  of  funds  to  certain  areas  and  States 
where  such  funds  are  critically  needed  to  fulfill  the  rural  electrification  program: 
Now  therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  NRECA  be  requested  to  explore  the  possibilities  of  a 
more  equitable  method  of  distribution  of  congressional  appropriations  and 
make  such  recommendations  to  Congress  to  abolish  or  amend  the  formula  as 
are  necessary  to  resolve  these  inequities. 


NRECA  Annual  Meeting  1955,  Atlantic  City,  N.  J. 

Whereas,  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  provides  restrictions  on  the 
making  of  loans  under  allocation  formulas  which  have  outlived  their  usefulness  and 
now  create  serious  obstacles  to  the  proper  functioning  of  the  rural  electrification 
program ; 

Now,  therefore,  be  it  resolved,  that  we  urge  the  Congress  to  amend  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  by  deleting  therefrom  all  provisions  containing  or  referring  to 
formula  restrictions  on  the  making  of  loans  by  REA. 


Resolution  Passed  at  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association 
Annual  Meeting,  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  January  26-29,  1953 

allocation  formula 

Whereas  the  formula  in  the  existing  act  governing  the  allocation  of  REA  loan 
funds  has  ceased  to  serve  either  an  essential  or  useful  purpose  but  has  become, 
instead,  an  impediment  to  the  simple  and  economical  administration  of  this 
program ; 
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Now,  therefore,  be  it  resolved  that  we  urge  the  Congress  to  delete  the  allocation 
formula  from  the  act  and  stipulate  that  the  allocation  of  loan  funds  be  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  administrator  of  REA. 

Mr.  Ellis.  I  should  like  to  attempt  to  brief  for  you  the  reasons 
why  we  think  the  formula  ought  to  be  eliminated  from  the  law.  We 
certainly  agree  with  the  REA  Administrator  that  it  was  good  in  the 
beginning,  served  its  purpose,  but  that  now,  since  it  does  not  fit  the 
facts,  it  is  outmoded,  useless,  and  an  obstruction  and  forces  all  of  us  to 
do  things  which  we  do  not  like  to  do  in  order  to  circumvent  the 
formula. 

1.  The  fact  is  that  the  number  of  unelectrified  farms  in  any  State  or 
in  all  of  the  States  is  no  longer  indicative  of  the  need  for  loan  funds 
in  a  particular  State  or  in  all  of  the  States.  Actually  the  greatest 
need  may  exist  in  States  where  there  are  practically  no  unelectrified 
farms  as  we  have  to  heavy  up  our  sytems  each  year,  and  as  we  need 
in  some  States  generating  capacity  added  or  transmission  capacity 
added. 

v  As  you  know,  the  farm  uses  of  electricity  are  doubling  about  every 
4  to  5  years.  That-  means  we  will  have  to  continue  to  build  larger 
lines,  larger  transformers,  larger  generating  equipment  where  we 
need  it. 

2.  Our  largest  single  need  for  loan  funds  with  regard  to  given 
States  where  we  need  generating  capacity  is  for  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission.  Therefore,  the  need  for  loan  funds  tends  to  peak  in  those 
particular  States  in  a  given  year. 

The  situation  is  changing  constantly.  For  instance,  as  relatively 
less  loan  funds  are  needed  for  the  overall  rural  electrification  program, 
new  funds  from  the  Congress  each  year,  at  the  same  time  our  needs 
for  generating  capacity  where  we  need  it  at  all  are  growing,  so  that 
when  we  need  a  new  generating  plant  our  use  has  become  so  large 
that  the  plant  must  be  so  large  that  it  takes  a  huge  chunk  out  of  the 
total  congressional  loan  authorization  for  a  particular  year. 

3.  Because  of  the  formula  in  the  law  both  REA  and  the  rural 
electric  systems  are  required  to  come  before  the  Congress  every  year 
and  ask  for  more  funds  than  we  actually  need,  those  extra  funds,  the 
excess  funds,  being  required  only  to  get  around  the  formula. 

4.  A  check  of  the  loan  funds  over  the  years  indicates  that  the  need 
(for  funds  tends  to  run  in  cycles  among  the  States.  For  instance,  we 
have  set  out  a  little  table  in  our  statement  which  applies  only  to 
Nebraska  which  shows  fluctuations  in  loans  approved  for  Nebraska, 
with  the  extreme  of  $16  million  in  1950  on  the  one  side,  and  $1  million 
in  1955,  on  the  other  side.  But  in  between  are  such  figures  as  $2 
million  for  1952  and  $11  million  for  1953,  indicating  again  that  the 
need  does  not  follow  the  ratio  of  unelectrified  farms  in  a  given  State. 

5.  The  REA  Administrator  is  required  to  allocate  funds  under  the 
formula  each  year  to  States  where  loans  have  never  been  made  and 
probably  will  never  be  made,  particularly  Massachusetts,  Connecticut, 
and  Rhode  Island.  Yet  he  has  to  set  aside  funds  under  the  formula 
for  those  States. 

6.  In  the  Southern  States  where  farm  use  of  electricity  has  lagged 
behind  the  national  average  there  may  be  actually  greater  need  for 
eliminating  this  formula  than  in  the  other  States,  because  it  would 
appear  that  as  the  southern  agriculture  becomes  diversified,  as 
dairying  increases,  for  example,  there  will  be  greater  need  for  funds 
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in  those  States,  possibly  greater  than  in  other  States.  And  in  view 
of  some  of  the  questions  which  you  asked  earlier  of  Mr.  Nelsen  and 
other  witnesses  of  REA,  I  might  point  out  still  a  seventh  reason 
which  is  not  contained  within  our  prepared  statement. 

7.  The  commercial  power  companies  have  waged  quite  a  campaign 
over  the  past  3  or  4  years  to  convince  the  people  that  America’s 
farms  are  now  electrified.  Their  obvious  purpose  is  to  convince  the 
people  that  the  REA  program  is  no  longer  needed,  or  that  certain 
phases  are  no  longer  needed,  just  because  most  of  the  farmers  have 
electricity. 

About  3  years  ago  the  commercial  power  companies  put  on  a  big 
show  to  emphasize  the  fact  that  rural  America  is  now  electrified. 
Their  original  plans  called  for  installing  a  barn  on  Manhattan  Island 
and  staging  a  big  celebration  there  to  show  the  American  people  that 
the  job  of  rural  electrification  is  completed. 

It  is  not  complete.  It  will  not  be  in  our  lifetime,  in  my  opinion, 
any  more  than  the  job  of  electrifying  the  nonrural  areas  of  America 
is  completed.  As  long  as  the  country  grows,  and  as  long  as  electricity^ 
is  used  in  greater  abundance  the  job  will  not  be  completed.  * 

To  conclude  this  thought,  the  greater  the  difficulty  in  obtaining 
adequate  loan  funds  for  the  REA  program,  the  greater  the  need  for 
eliminating  the  formula  so  that  all  available  loan  funds  may  be  used 
as  needed. 

THE  UNELECTRIFIED  FARMS  SURVEY 

We  do  not  want  the  unelectrified  farm  survey  by  REA  eliminated. 
We  want  the  pending  bills,  or  any  new  bills  that  might  be  submitted, 
to  provide  that  the  survey  will  continue.  You  heard  Mr.  Partridge 
say  this  morning  that  the  cost  of  just  conducting  this  survey  is  only 
around  $3,000  a  year.  Well,  how  is  the  Congress  going  to  know — how 
are  we  going  to  know — how  are  the  American  people  to  know  what 
the  number  of  unelectrified  farms  in  the  country  is  or  the  approximate 
number,  unless  this  survey  is  continued. 

We  admit  that  REA  cannot  come  up  with  an  exact  figure  as  the 
number  of  unelectrified  farms  each  year  but  their  estimate  would  be 
far  better  than  our  guess,  and  far  better  than  any  the  Congress  could 
possibly  make. 

It  was  pointed  out  here  this  morning  by  REA  officials  that  REA’sA 
estimates  in  the  past  have  been  in  error.  We  agree  with  that,  but  we" 
think  that  their  estimates  ought  to  get  better  with  experience.  And  since 
it  requires  very  little  effort  and  very  little  cost  to  conduct  the  survey 
the  way  they  do  it  by  simply  calling  upon  all  known  sources  to  esti¬ 
mate  for  them  what  the  number  of  unelectrified  farms  is  in  their 
areas  are,  and  by  projecting  the  census  figures,  and  by  endeavoring 
to  make  the  two  conform — that  may  not  be  a  proper  statement  of  it, 
but  it  runs  something  like  that — I  just  do  not  see  why  it  should  not 
be  continued.  The  pending  bill  would  eliminate  the  survey. 

Senator  Humphrey.  The  point  that  came  to  my  mind  when  I 
listened  to  the  apparent  discrepancies  as  related  to  the  number  of 
estimated  electrified  farms  and  the  estimated  unelectrified  farms, 
and  then  the  census  report  as  to  the  total  number  of  farms,  is  the  very 
obvious  fact  that  the  statistical  evidence  about  American  agriculture 
is  behind  the  times.  I  have  been  raising  a  point  about  this  and  have 
a  resolution  in  the  Congress  relating  to  it.  The  Council  of  Economic 
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Advisers,  for  example,  under  the  Employment  Act  of  194G  is  required 
to  keep  abreast  of  certain  economic  factors  in  the  American  economy. 
Strange  to  say,  the  agricultural  part  of  that  is  very  limited. 

The  directive  under  that  act  as  it  relates  to  agriculture  is  really  in 
generalities.  And  yet  when  it  comes  to  manufacturing  and  services 
and  industry  it  is  very  specific. 

I  think  that  all  of  the  testimony  revealed  to  me  this  morning  the 
glaring  need  for  more  up-to-date,  year-by-year  statistical  evidence, 
not  only  on  the  number  of  farms  but  the  trend  in  American  agricul¬ 
ture,  consolidation  of  land  units,  agricultural  income,  because  of  the 
variety  and  the  pattern  of  agriculture  changing  all  of  the  time. 

We  do  not  have  the  actual  up-to-date  statistical  evidence  that  we 
need  from  an  official  point  of  view.  We  have  it  from  trade  associa¬ 
tions.  I  mean,  insofar  as  Government  figures  are  concerned  as  to 
what  is  happening  in  the  diversification  field.  Rather  than  to  elimi¬ 
nate,  it  seems  to  me  a  survey  which  gives  you  a  pretty  good  image  of 
what  you  are  dealing  with,  we  ought  to  reglaze  the  mirror.  It  re- 
/niinds  me  of  an  old  mirror  my  mother  had  hanging  upstairs.  All  of 
that  silver  on  the  back  had  started  to  chip  off.  What  you  saw  was 
somewhat  distorted  when  you  looked  into  it  Maybe  it  was  not  too 
good  anyway,  but  it  looked  worse  after  you  looked  in  the  mirror. 

I  think  that  is  what  you  are  seeing  here  in  agricultural  statistics, 
that  you  just  do  not  have  all  of  the  up-to-date  statistical  evidence 
that  you  need.  I  think  that  point  needs  to  be  looked  into  very 
carefully. 

I  hope  that  before  we  get  through  this  year  in  the  Congress  that  we 
will  be  doing  something  about  giving  to  this  committee  and  to  the 
agencies  and  the  units,  such  as  your  own  or  the  associations,  better 
statistical  evidence  as  to  what  is  going  on  in  agriculture. 

We  legislate  on  price  supports.  We  legislate  on  farm  credits.  We 
legislate  on  farm  research,  agricultural  research  and  extension  work — 
every  conceivable  aspect  of  agricultural  life.  We  are  doing  it  with 
far  too  little  statistical  material  at  our  hand  and  our  measuring  tools 
for  the  economic  development  in  agriculture  are  outmoded  and  some¬ 
what  inadequate. 

I  thought  I  would  like  to  present  my  view  on  this  for  the  record, 
because  I  think  that  this  relates  to  your  problem.  You  feel  that  ex¬ 
perience  will  improve  this.  I  do,  too;  it  should.  I  mean,  experience 
in  estimating.  But  again,  I  feel  that  the  Department  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  itself  has  an  oligation  to  have  more  precise  statistical  evidence 
and  not  to  rely  on  census  reports  5  years  old.  We  do  not  have  that 
in  the  Department  of  Commerce.  We  have  business  censuses  that  are 
taken  periodically  on  industries  and  manufacturing. 

Mr.  Ellis.  Thank  you,  Senator.  Even  at  best,  the  census  figures 
are  not  too  good  because  they  are  always  late.  By  the  time  we  get 
them  they  are  out  of  date.  We  all  know  that  the  census  figures  are 
not  complete,  either.  The  census  never  reaches  clear  back  into  the 
sticks  and  gets  all  of  the  facts. 

Another  thing  that  is  important  in  this  picture  is  that  the  census 
count  of  unelectrified  farms  would  still  not  tell  the  whole  rural  area 
stoiy,  because  the  rural  electric  systems  must  serve  whoever  is  in  the 
area,  not  just  the  farmer.  The  word  “farmer”  is  not  mentioned  in  the 
REA  act,  I  believe.  It  provides  for  service  in  the  rural  areas — all 
service. 
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I  am  not  suggesting  that  the  REA  survey  would  cure  all  of  these 
defects.  I  think  we  must  have  all  of  the  information  that  we  can 
have. 

There  is  one  other  point  that  I  would  like  to  mention.  Our  people 
are  practically- unanimous,  we  believe,  in  support  of  the  elimination  of 
the  formula  in  the  law.  There  are  a  few  of  our  people,  however, 
particularly  in  Mississippi,  who  have  apprehensions  about  its  elimi¬ 
nation,  who  feel  that  maybe  their  position  would  not  be  protected  as 
well.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  mention  that  here. 

Senator  Humphrey.  That  is  what  Senator  Scott,  I  think,  was  re¬ 
ferring  to  earlier,  was  it  not? 

Mr.  Ellis.  I  think  so.  It  was  the  same  thought.  I  think  if  the 
.  formula  is  to  be  eliminated,  that  is  all  the  more  reason  why  the  un¬ 
electrified  farm  survey  should  stay  in,  because  then  they  would  always 
know  the  facts  and  would  be  able  to  present  their  case  of  need  for 
funds  better  if  they  had  the  figures  on  the  unelectrified  farms  than  if 
they  did  not  have  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  it. 

Senator  Humphrey.  You  make  a  recommendation  here,  do  you 
not,  that  the  survey  can  be  retained  by  keeping  in  the  act  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  last  sentence  which  reads: 

The  Administrator  shall,  within  90  days  after  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal 
year — 

in  other  words,  you  are  asking  that  that  be  maintained  in  our  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  Ellis.  Yes.  We  would  leave  the  language  just  as  it  is,  except 
for  three  words  toward  the  end.  You  see  toward  the  end  it  says: 

determine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States  the  number  of  farms  not  then 
receiving  such  service. 

Of  course  "such”  refers  back  to  the  formula.  It  is  necessary  we 
think  to  eliminate  the  word  "such”  and  simply  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  words  "central  station  electric”  which  is  parallel  with  language 
used  earlier  in  the  act. 

Senator  Humphrey.  If  we  were  to  amend  a  bill  such  as  S.  153  that 
would  have  to  be  a  further  proviso  in  the  bill,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  Ellis.  Yes.  You  could  reinsert  this  sentence  as  suggested 
here,  or  something  similar,  or  you  can  provide  that  the  last  sentence 
of  subsection  (c)  of  section  3  be  eliminated  except  for  the  last  sentence 
thereof,  and  that  the  last  sentence  be  amended  by  striking  the  word 
"such”  and  inserting  the  words  "central  station  electric.” 

Senator  Humphrey.  I  understand.  Are  there  any  questions,  Sen¬ 
ator  Scott? 

Senator  Scott.  No. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Mr.  Dell,  do  you  have  anything  to  add? 

Mr.  Dell.  I  do  not  believe  I  do. 

Senator  Humphrey.  You  make  your  position  very  clear.  We  are 
very  grateful  to  you.  We  will  make  your  prepared  statement  a  part 
of  the  record  at  this  point. 
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Statement  Filed  by  Clyde  T.  Ellis,  General  Manager,  National  Rural 
Electric  Cooperative  Association 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Clyde  T.  Ellis.  I  am  general  manager  of  the 
National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association,  the  national  service  organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  rural  electric  systems  of  the  United  States,  including  Alaska.  About 
92  percent  of  the  more  than  900  nonprofit  rural  electric  systems  are  voluntary  dues 
paying  members  of  this  organization. 

We  are  presenting  this  statement  in  support  of  proposed  legislation  to  eliminate 
the  formula  that  REA  is  required  to  follow  in  making  electric  loans.  Under  the 
formula,  REA  must  set  aside  one-half  of -the  funds  available  for  use  in  each  of  the 
States  in  proportion  to  the  unelectrified  farms  in  each  State  as  a  percentage  of 
the  total  in  the  Nation.  Under  the  second  part  of  the  formula,  the  Administrator 
may  make  loans  from  the  other  half  of  available  funds  at  his  discretion,  except 
that  not  more  than  10  percent  can  be  loaned  in  any  one  State  during  the  fiscal 
year.  The  formula  worked  well  throughout  the  early  years,  but  in  our  opinion, 
its  usefulness  has  ended.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  as  States  become  more  nearly  100 
percent  electrified,  the  formula  imposes  a  roadblock  to  the  lending  of  funds  which 
are  particularly  needed  for  system  improvements,  generation  and  transmission 
co-ops  (G.  &  T.’s),  and  other  purposes,  to  keep  the  electric  service  at  a  high 
standard. 

The  rural  electric  systems  have  gone  on  record  requesting  the  change  that  we 
are  supporting  here  today.  All  NRECA  regional  meetings  are  on  record  in  favor 
of  the  elimination  of  the  formula.  Such  resolutions  were  adopted  in  the  fall  of 
1952  and  at  the  NRECA  annual  meetings  in  1953  in  San  Francisco  and  in  1955 
in  Alantic  City. 

There  are  a  great  many  reasons  why  the  formula  should  be  removed  from  the 
act.  I  would  like  to  enumerate  a  few  of  them. 

(1)  The  numer  of  unelectrified  farms  in  a  State  is  no  longer  indicative  of  the 
need  for  loan  funds  because,  in  many  cases,  the  greatest  need  exists  for  funds  to 
heavy  up  existing  lines  and  for  other  system  improvements.  \lso,  the  need  is 
great  for  generation  and  transmission  capacity  in  many  power-short  States. 
These  needs  generally  occur  in  States  which  have  a  high  percentage  of  electrified 
farms. 

(2)  The  largest,  single  need  for  loan  funds  is  for  generation  and  transmission 
systems.  The  REA  G.-T.  systems  have  an  average  investment  of  about  $10 
million  each.  When  the  need  for  additional  generating  and  transmission  facilities 
occurs,  there  may  not  be  sufficient  funds  available  under  the  State  allot¬ 
ment  formula  to  make  these  loans  and  meet  other  needs  for  funds  within  the  State. 
Also,  as  loads  grow,  there  is  a  continuing  need  for  amounts  of  additional  power 
which  may  exhaust  the  funds  available  under  the  State  allotment  formula  in  a 
particular  year. 

(3)  Because  of  the  State  allotment  formula,  it  has  sometimes  been  necessary 
for  REA  to  request  more  funds  than  are  actually  needed,  which  results  in  heavy 
carryovers  into  the  next  fiscal  year. 

(4)  The  loan  needs  of  the  rural  electric  systems  in  some  States  run  in  3-  to  4-year 
cycles,  so  that  in  1  year,  the  loan  needs  may  be  very  low  while  in  the  succeeding 
year,  they  may  be  very  high.  In  one  of  these  high  years,  a  State  may  require 
more  funds  than  can  be  made  available  under  the  restricted  formulae  in  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act.  The  following  table,  using  Nebraska  as  an  example, 
will  illustrate  the  point: 


Loans 

approved 

Loan  funds 
advanced 

Fiscal  year: 

1950. _ _ _ _ 

$16, 023, 000 
5, 796, 000 
2, 185. 000 
11.  979, 000 
13,  671.000 
1,000,000 

$16, 147, 000 
11,270, 000 
11,520,000 
5,  383,  000 
12,871,000 

1951. _ _ 

1952.  _ _ _ 

1953.. _ _ 

1954 _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1955 _ _ _ _ _ 
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The  figures  in  the  above  table  are  official  REA  figures. 

The  State  allotment  formula  does  not  permit  the  REA  Administrator  the  flex¬ 
ibility  needed  in  meeting  these  cycles. 

(5)  Under  the  State  allotment  formula,  REA  must  allocate  funds  to  States 
where  no  loans  have  ever  been  made  and  it  is  not  contemplated  that  they  will  be 
made.  Such  States  are  Massachusetts,  Connecticut,  and  Rhode  Island. 

(6)  In  many  of  the  Southern  States,  the  cooperatives  have  high  density  and, 
on  the  whole,  lower  rates  than  other  areas  of  the  country,  while  the  kilowatt-hour 
usage  at  the  present  time  is  lower  than  other  areas.  As  the  type  of  agriculture 
changes,  as  it  is  doing  in  Georgia,  the  usage  should  increase,  and  also  the  need  for 
system-improvement  funds  will  increase.  As  a  result  of  the  need  for  system- 
improvement  funds,  some  Southern  States  could  exceed  the  amount  of  money 
available  to  them  under  the  State  allotment  formula. 

At  the  present  time,  there  are  at  least  two  States  where  funds  are  needed  in  such 
amounts  that  the  loans  cannot  be  made  this  year  under  the  formula.  These 
States  are  Colorado  where  $31.75  million  is  needed  this  year  for  all  purposes. 
The  maximum  amount  available  for  Colorado  is  $14.2  million.  The  other  is 
Illinois  where  $29  million  1  is  needed  while  only  $15.2  million  can  be  loaned  under 
the  allotment  formula. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  States  where,  in  the  near  future,  the  loan  needs  are 
likely  to  exceed  the  funds  available  under  the  formula.  For  example,  every  time 
the  Dairyland  Power  Cooperative  needs  an  additional  50,000-kilowatt  unit,  it  re¬ 
quires  a  loan  of  approximately  $10  million.  At  the  same  time  the  money  is  loaned 
for  this  additional  generating  capacity,  it  is  also  necessary  for  the  distribution 
members  of  Dairyland  to  heavy  up  their  systems  in  order  to  take  the  additional 
power.  It  is  very  likely  that  new  needs  by  Dairyland  will  result  in  Wisconsin’s 
request  for  funds  exceeding  the  amount  available.  Once  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
power  has  been  allocated  in  the  Dakotas  and  there  is  need  for  additional  generating 
capacity,  it  is  likely  that  the  need  for  new  funds  in  these  two  States  will  exceed 
the  amount  available  under  the  formula.  In  Missouri,  the  need  for  loan  funds 
may  increase  considerably  if  the  G.  and  T.’s  are  unable  to  integrate  their  systems 
with  the  power  companies.  Loan  needs  are  already  very  high  in  this  State. 

New  Mexico  is  in  a  power-shortage  area,  and  as  additional  generating  and  trans¬ 
mission  capacity  is  added,  this  could  result  in  a  situation  where  the  demands  will 
exceed  the  amount  of  funds  available. 

There  are  other  examples  which  could  be  cited  here.  Generally  speaking,  the 
most  troublesome  spots  will  be  those  States  where  REA  loans  have  been  approved 
in  excess  of  $100  million.  There  are  nine  States  in  this  category.  They  are  Iowa, 
Kentucky  Minnesota,  Missouri,  Nebraska,  North  Dakota,  Oklahoma,  Texas,  and 
W  ■isconsin. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  we  support  this  proposed  legislation  wholeheartedly  to 
remove  the  formula  restrictions  from  the  Rural  Electrification  Act,  we  would 
like  to  see  the  pending  bills  amended,  or  any  new  bills  so  written  as  to  retain  the 
survey  of  unelectrified  farms  which  the  Administrator  is  required  to  have  made  at 
the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year.  We  believe  that  this  is  important  and  useful 
information  and  cannot  be  reliably  obtained  from  any  other  source.  Census 
figures  are  not  available  soon  enough  to  be  of  much  help.  We  do  not  believe  that 
it  is  safe  to  rely  on  inadequate  private  sources  for  this  kind  of  information.  The 
survey  gives  an  accurate  and  cpiick  picture  of  the  current  situation  as  far  as 
electrified  farms  are  concerned  in  each  State.  We  believe  that  it  will  serve  as  a 
ready  reference  to  Members  of  Congress  in  following  the  progress  being  made  in 
electrifying  rural  areas.  It  will  also  furnish  the  REA  systems  with  a  picture  of 
the  situation  and  show  where  extra  effort  is  needed  to  complete  the  job.  Our 
members  want  the  formula  eliminated,  but  they  also  want  the  survey  continued. 

The  survey  can  be  retained  by  keeping  in  the  act  the  meaning  of  the  last  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  3,  subsection  (c)  which  reads:  “The  Administrator  shall,  within 
ninety  days  after  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year,  determine  for  each  State  and 
for  the  United  States  the  number  of  farms  not  then  receiving  such  service.”  For 
clarification,  the  sentence  should  read:  “The  Administrator  shall,  within  ninety 
days  after  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year,  determine  for  each  State  and  for  the 
United  States  the  number  of  farms  not  then  receiving  central  station  electric 
service.” 

In  conclusion,  we  wish  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  your  committee  for 
giving  us  this  opportunity  to  be  heard  on  this  subject. 


1  It  is  our  understanding  that  a  generating  and  transmission  application  in  an  amount  between  $20  million 
and  $25  million  is  in  the  final  stages  of  preparation  and  will  be  submitted  in  the  very  near  future. 
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Mr.  Ellis.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Humphrey.  The  next  witness  is  Mr.  John  C.  Lynn. 

Mr.  Lynn  is  the  legislative  director  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  C.  LYNN,  LEGISLATIVE  DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION 

Mr.  Lynn.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  in  order  to  save  time, 
I  would  like  to  file  our  statement  for  the  record. 

Senator  Humphrey.  That  will  be  done  here.  It  will  be  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

Statement  Filed  by  John  C.  Lynn,  Legislative  Director,  American  Farm 

Bureau  Federation 

At  the  most  recent  annual  meeting  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation 
the  voting  delegates  of  the  member  State  farm  bureaus  recommended  that  the 
formula  for  allocating  REA  funds  be  modernized. 

)  The  formula  in  the  present  law  served  a  desirable  purpose  at  the  time  the  REA 
Act  was  approved.  Since  a  very  large  percentage  of  the  farms  of  the  United  States 
were  not  electrified  there  was  need  for  the  use  of  a  formula  to  insure  that,  all  areas 
of  the  United  States  were  given  comparable  consideration. 

At  the  present  time,  however,  about  93  percent  of  the  farms  in  the  United  States 
have  electric  service.  Since  the  primary  need  is  no  longer  for  developing  new  dis¬ 
tribution  systems  in  areas  not  served,  but  rather  to  “heavy  up”  existing  systems, 
the  old  method  of  allocating  funds  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  farms  not  pro¬ 
vided  with  electric  service  is  no  longer  a  correct  measure  of  need. 

In  order  to  provide  funds  to  meet  loan  requirements  in  all  areas  the  Congress 
has  found  it  desirable  to  appropriate  relatively  large  amounts  for  contingency 
funds.  The  only  purpose  of  these  funds  was  to  get  around  the  obsolete  formula 
of  the  basic  legislation.  The  appropriation  of  money  for  these  contingency  funds 
distorted  the  budgetary  situation  and  created  quite  erroneous  impressions  as  to 
the  actual  amount  of  money  provided  for  REA  loans.  The  elimination  of  the  old 
formula  would  contribute  to  realistic  budgetary  practice. 

We  understand  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the  REA 
administrators,  and  we  are  sure  this  has  been  in  accordance  with  the  intent 
of  the  Congress,  that  by  one  means  or  another  all  economic  and  feasible  appli¬ 
cations  for  loans  by  rural  electrification  cooperatives  would  be  approved.  This 
being  the  case  it  appears  clear  that  no  real  purpose  is  accomplished  by  the  retention 
of  the  present  formula. 

For  these  reasons  we  respectfully  recommend  the  enactment  of  S.  153. 

The  present  language  of  S.  153  involves  one  perhaps  unintended  change,  in 
that  it  would  strike  from  section  3  (c)  of  the  act  the  provision  that  the  Adminis- 
)  trator  shall  make  an  annual  survey  of  the  number  of  farms  in  each  State  not 
receiving  electric  service.  We  would  recommend  that  this  provision  be  retained. 
It  would  seem  to  us  that  it  is  desirable  for  the  Congress  and  the  public  to  have 
current  data  with  respect  to  the  extent  to  which  electrification  has  been  accom¬ 
plished  in  each  State,  as  the  basis  for  intelligent  understanding  of  the  situation. 
Since  the  Census  Bureau  makes  estimates  of  the  number  of  farms  electrified  at 
5-year  intervals,  it  would  appear  to  be  a  simple  and  inexpensive  statistical  opera¬ 
tion  to  project  these  figures  each  year. 

The  opportunity  of  presenting  the  viewpoints  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation  on  this  matter  is  appreciated. 

Mr.  Lynn.  I  have  just  one  comment.  We  are  for  the  bill,  S.  153, 
but  we  would  like  to  see  the  annual  survey  continued.  We  believe 
it  serves  a  worthwhile  purpose.  The  cost  is  very  little.  We  hope 
that  the  bill  will  be  amended  to  retain  the  annual  survey. 

Senator  Humphrey.  May  I  ask,  did  the  language  which  was  sug¬ 
gested  here  seem  to  meet  with  your  specification,  your  idea  what 
should  be  retained? 

Mr.  Lynn.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  rights 
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Senator  Humphrey.  Very  fine. 

We  will  record  for  the  record  your  support  of  S.  153,  as  amended, 
or  as  you  suggest  the  amendment. 

Senator  Scott,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Senator  Scott.  No  questions. 

Senator  Humphrey.  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  this  represents  what  we 
have  in  the  way  of  witnesses  to  testify;  is  that  correct?  We  will 
keep  the  record  open  for  a  day  or  two,  or  for  a  period  of  time — I  will 
set  no  time  limit  particularly— for  statements  that  may  want  to 
come  in  from  any  group  or  any  supplementation  thereof. 

At  this  point  we  will  place  in  the  record  a  letter  from  Jerry  Voorhis, 
executive  director  of  the  Cooperative  League  of  the  United  States. 

Statement  Filed  by  Wallace  J.  Campbell,  Director,  Washington  Office, 
Cooperative  League  of  the  U.  S.  A. 

The  cooperative  league,  because  of  its  long  and  sustained  interest  in  the  rural 
electrification  program  and  because  the  great  majority  of  its  2  million  member 
families  are  farmers,  is  happy  to  have  the  opportunity  to  present  its  views  on  the 
proposal  to  eliminate  the  formulas  in  the  Rural  Electrification  Act. 

Wne  the  original  legislation  was  written  creating  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration,  the  formulas  to  assure  an  equitable  distribution  of  funds  were 
valid.  The  rural  electrification  program  has  evolved  greatly  since  that  time. 
Today  the  formulas  have  lost  their  original  values  and  actually  constitute  a  barrier 
to  more  adequate  development  of  the  program. 

In  many  States  the  formula  makes  it  impossible  to  finance  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  development  when  there  is  also  a  continued  need  in  that  State  or  area  for 
further  development  or  “heavying  up”  of  the  distribution  systems.  Today  it 
would  require  a  very  substantial  supplemental  appropriation  to  carry  forward  this 
generation  and  transmission  program  if  the  formula  is  kept  on  the  books. 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration,  as  the  law  is  now  written,  must  set 
as;de  funds  for  States  which  have  practically  no  programs,  such  as  Rhode  Island, 
Connecticut,  and  Massachusetts. 

The  needs  in  any  given  State  may  well  follow  cycles  rather  than  coming  in  a 
constant  pattern.  The  reasons  for  this  should  be  obvious  and  have  long  been 
apparent  to  both  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  and  to  the  electric 
cooperatives  themselves. 

There  was  a  legitimate  fear  in  the  early  stages  of  the  REA  program  that  some 
States  would  not  secure  their  adequate  or  reasonable  proportion  of  the  available 
funds.  It  is  our  sincere  belief  that  removal  of  the  formulas  would  not  constitute 
a  hardship  in  any  given  State,  since  there  should  be  adequate  funds  to  meet  legiti¬ 
mate  needs  in  ali  areas. 

While  the  cooperative  league  is  wholeheartedly  in  favor  of  eliminating  the 
formulas,  we  believe  that  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  should  con¬ 
tinue  its  unelectrified  farm  survey.  This  information  is  essential  at  all  points  in 
the  operation  of  the  program  and  is  not  contingent  solely  on  continuation  of  the 
formulas.  Today  the  only  other  source  of  information  about  unelectrified  farms 
is  in  the  census.  Such  information  is  usually  a  year  or  2  years  out  of  date  before 
it  is  finally  compiled.  Effective  and  intelligent  administration  of  the  program 
calls  for  up-to-date  continuing  sources  of  information  which  should  not  be  de¬ 
pendent  upon  outside  sources  which  are  so  late  as  to  destroy  their  usefulness. 

Senator  Humphrey.  That  will  be  all  on  this,  then. 

(Whereupon,  at  12  o’clock  noon,  the  subcommittee  adjourned.) 

Statement  Filed  By  The  National  Grange 

The  National  Grange  supports  S.  153. 

The  progressive  electrification  of  92.3  percent  of  the  Nation’s  farms,  plus  the 
fact  that  many  of  the  local  R.  E.  M.  C.  cooperatives  are  being  forced  to  rebuild 
inadequate  structures  (designed  without  full  knowledge  or  account  of  present-day 
needs  of  increasingly  modern  farms,  in  terms  of  system),  make  it  clear  that  the 
need  for  REA  loan  funds  can  no  longer  be  measured  accurately  on  the  basis  of 
unelectrified  farms  in  any  given  State  or  area. 

We  believe  that  S.  153  will  make  possible  the  appropriate  and  highly  desirable 
administrative  flexibility  needed  at  this  stage  of  our  rural  electrification  program. 
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To  I,- ‘it-  (i  Use*  Rural  1  c  irk^tiou  it 


84th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  571 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  5, 1955 

Mr.  Poage  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as 

4  amended  (7  U.  S.  0.  903),  is  amended  as  follows: 

5  (a)  Subsection  (d)  is  amended  by  substituting  a  period 

6  for  the  colon  immediately  preceding  the  proviso,  and  by 

7  striking  out  the  following  words:  u Provided,  however,  That 

8  not  more  than  10  per  centum  of  said  unallotted  annual 

9  sums  may  be  employed  in  any  one  State,  or  in  all  of  the 

10  Territories.” 

11  <b)  Subsection  (e)  is  amended  by  substituting  a  period 

I 


2 


1  for  the  colon  immediately  preceding  the  proviso  and  striking 

2  out  the  following:  “Provided,  however,  That  not  more  than 

3  10  per  centum  of  said  sums  may  be  employed  in  any  one 

4  State,  or  in  all  of  the  Territories.” 
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84th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  153 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  6, 1955 

Mr.  Thye  (for  himself,  Mr.  Aiken,  and  Mr.  Young)  introduced  the  following 
bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  (a)  section  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936, 

4  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  0.  903),  is  amended  by  striking  out 

5  subsections  (c),  (d),and  (e)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  the  following: 

7  “  (c)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made  available  for 

8  the  purposes  of  this  Act  are  not  loaned  or  obligated  during 

9  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  are  made  available,  such  un- 

10  expended  or  unobligated  sums  shall  be  available  for  loans 

11  by  the  Administrator  in  the  following  year  or  years.” 

I 


2 


1  (b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of  such  Act  is  redesig- 

2  nated  as  subsection  (d). 

3  Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 

4  1936,  as  amended  (7  IT.  S.  C.  904) ,  is  amended  by  striking 

5  out  “the  provisions  of  sections  3  (d)  and  3  (e)  but  without 

6  regard  to  the  10  per  centum  limitation  therein  contained”, 

7  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “section  3”. 
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dlfeated  in  the  Senate  by  only  1  vote,  39  to 
38JkLast  year,  along  with  many  of  those 
who\e  cosponsoring  the  present  bill,  I  again 
introduced  this  amendment,  and  while  it 
was  unanimously  approved  in  subcommit¬ 
tee,  it  was  never  acted  on  by  the  full 
Judiciary  Committee. 

The  purpose  of  these  amendments  was  the 
same  as  the  Nxpose  of  the  present  bill — to 
prevent  the  destruction  of  competition 
through  price  discrimination.  Like  the 
present  bill,  theydere  supported  by  virtu¬ 
ally  all  of  the  legitimate  small  business 
organizations. 

In  offering  this  legislation  we  are  seeking 
no  special  favors  for  smalt  business.  We  are 
merely  urging  that  small  lousiness  be  given 
an  equal  opportunity  withNbig  business  to 
compete  on  the  basis  of  efficiency  and  serv¬ 
ice.  We  are  confident  that,  given  this  op¬ 
portunity,  small  business  will  prosper  and 
the  free  competitive  system  wiii  he  im¬ 
measurably  strengthened. 


STATEHOOD  FOR  HAW  An 
ALASKA 

Mr.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  intro-'*' 
duce  for  appropriate  reference,  on  my 
own  behalf  and  that  of  25  other  Senators 
of  both  political  parties,  a  bill  to  enable 
the  strategic  American  Territories  of 
Hawaii  and  Alaska  to  become  States  of 
the  United  States.  Appropriately,  I  have 
asked  that  the  number  49  be  assigned  to 
this  measure. 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  is  identical 
with  H.  R.  3575,  of  the  83d  Congress,  as  it 
passed  the  Senate  last  April  after  pro¬ 
longed  and  thorough  debate.  The  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  will  recall  that  we 
joined  Alaska  to  the  Hawaii  measure  and 
then  passed  the  combined  bill  by  the  sub¬ 
stantial  vote  of  57  to  28.  Unfortunately, 
no  action  was  taken  in  the  other  body  on 
the  Senate  amendments  to  the  House  bill. 

The  only  changes  that  have  been  made 
in  last  year’s  bill,  whieh  was  so  well  con¬ 
sidered,  is  the  deletion  of  references  to 
dates  in  1954. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  happy  indeed  to 
hear  the  President  of  the  United  States 
urge  in  his  State  of  the  Union  Message, 
just  delivered,  the  admission  of  Hawaii, 
and  to  accept  in  principle  the  admission 
of  Alaska.  The  Members  of  the  Senate 
will  recall  that  President  Eisenhower 
stated : 

As  the  complex  problems  of  Alaska  are  re¬ 
solved,  that  Territory  should  expect  ta 
achieve  statehood.  In  the  meantime,  there 
is  no  justification  for  deferring  the  admis¬ 
sion  to  statehood  of  Hawaii.  I  agaiiyoirge 
approval  of  this  measure. 

Mr.  President,  I  agree  heartily  with 
Mr.  Eisenhower  in  his  sponsorship  of 
immediate  statehood  for  Hawaii.  As  to 
Alaska,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  it 
was  the  firm  conviction, -of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  in  the  83d  Congrats  that  the  meas¬ 
ure  worked  out  with  /uch  care  would  go 
a  long  way  toward  Solving  the  problems 
that  would  be  presented  by  statehood  for 
Alaska.  In  fact/a,  distinguished  former 
Governor  of  Ahfeka,  Hon.  Ernest  Gruen- 
ing,  in  his  mttstanding  new  book,  The 
State  of  Alaska,  shows  that  only  through 
statehood /Can  those  problems  be  solved. 

An  overwhelming  majority  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  of  the  83d  Con¬ 
gress j/fgreed  with  the  committee  on  the 
measure  we  worked  out.  Therefore,  I 


respectfully  urge  the  President  to  re¬ 
appraise  the  situation  in  the  light  of  the 
provisions  of  S.  49,  and  would  remind 
him  of  his  statement  in  1950  unequivo¬ 
cally  supporting  statehood  for  Alaska  as 
well  as  for  Hawaii. 

The  continuing  members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  on  both  sides  of  the  table  have 
indicated  their  intention  to  give  prompt 
attention  to  this  statehood  bill,  and  it  is 
my  hope  that  we  can  bring  the  measure 
before  this  body  very  early  in  the  first 
session  of  the  84th  Congress. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred. 

The  bill  (S.  49)  to  enable  the  people 
of  Hawaii  and  Alaska  each  to  form  a 
constitution  and  State  government  and 
to  be  admitted  into  the  Union  on  an  equal 
footing  with  the  original  States,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Murray  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Anderson,  Mr.  Barrett,  Mr.  Capehart, 
Mr.  Case  of  South  Dakota,  Mr.  Chavez, 
Jffr.  Clements,  Mr.  Dirksen,  Mr.  Douglas, 
Ir.  Green,  Mr.  Hennings,  Mr.  Holland, 
Humphrey,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Ke- 
fauVer,  Mr.  Kilgore,  Mr.  Lehman,  Mry 
Magnuson,  Mr.  Mansfield,  Mr.  1 
NamarV  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Neuberger, 
O’Mahoney,  Mr.  Pastore,  Mr.  Payne /&nd 
Mr.  Youno)  was  received,  read  twice  by 
its  title,  an\ref erred  to  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 


CONSTRUCTIONS  OF  CERTAIN  PUB¬ 
LIC  WORKS  NpN  /MISSISSIPPI 

RIVER 

Mr.  HENNINGS.  President,  on 
behalf  of  my  colleague uom  Missouri, 
[Mr.  Symington]  and  myself,  I  intro¬ 
duce  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill  to 
provide  for  the' construction\of  flood- 
protection  works  for  the  city  orBt.  Louis 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $112,880)000.  I 
introduced  /L  substantially  similar  Mil  in 
the  last  Congress,  but  it  was  not  afcted 
upon  before  the  end  of  the  session.  The 
need  far  flood  protection  for  this  inv* 
portant  commercial  and  industrial  cen- 
tery^and  the  Nation’s  eighth  largest 
cijy — is  no  less  urgent  now.  Indeed,  it 
even  more  urgent  because  more  time 
las  elapsed  without  any  constructive 
steps  being  taken.  Repeated  floods  at 
St.  Louis  have  resulted  in  losses  totaling 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars,  as  well 
as  in  the  disruption  of  transportation* 
and  industry.  To  allow  these  needless 
losses  to  occur  year  after  year  when  they 
can  be  prevented  is,  in  my  judgment,  ir¬ 
responsible  and  inexcusable. 

This  bill  authorizes  local  protection  at 
St.  Louis  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engneers  in  his  report 
submitted  on  July  26,  1954.  I  am  satis¬ 
fied  that  this  project  is  economically 
sound  and  I  urge  that  it  be  authorized 
as  promptly  as  possible  in  order  to  pre¬ 
vent  repetition  of  these  wasteful  and 
unnecessary  flood  disasters. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred. 

The  bill  (S.  56)  authorizing  construc¬ 
tion  of  certain  public  works  on  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River  for  the  protection  of  St. 
Louis,  Mo.,  introduced  by  Mr.  Hennings 


(for  himself  and  Mr.  Symington)  ,  w 
received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Puync 
Works. 

AMENDMENT  OF  FAIR 

STANDARDS  ACT  RELA1 

MINIMUM  HOURLY  WAC 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  introduce  for  appropriate  refer¬ 
ence  a  bill  to  amend  ihe  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  193j/  as  amended,  to 
increase  the  minimum  hourly  wage 
from  75  cents  to  90/Cents.  This  bill  will 
carry  forward  into  legislative  form  the 
recommendation/  of  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  on  this /matter  which  the  Presi¬ 
dent  urged  irt  his  challenging  state  of 
the  Union  message  which  we  just  heard. 
This  bill  provides  that  the  increase  shall 
take  effect  January  1,  1956. 

I  inti/duce  this  bill'  as  the  senior  Re¬ 
publican  member,  and  former  chair¬ 
man/ of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Labor 
any  Public  Welfare.  I  shall  urge  that 
Lttee  to  proceed  as  rapidly  as  pos¬ 
sible  with  hearings  on  this  bill  so  that 
it  can  be  reported  to  the  Senate  at  an 
early  date. 

The  President  in  his  state  of  the 
Union  message,  as  we  have  heard,  also 
has  asked  the  Congress  to  consider 
whether  there  should  be  wider  coverage 
under  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act. 
However,  the  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  should  not  be  delayed  pending  de¬ 
cisions  on  the  broadening  of  coverage, 
which  is  a  related  but  separable  problem. 

The  bill  which  I  have  just  introduced 
is  so  short  and  the  meaning  so  clear  on 
its  face  that  no  explanation  is  required. 
However,  in  order  that  it  appear  in  the 
Record  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  be  printed  at  the  conclusion  of  these 
remarks. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred;  and,  without  objection,  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  57)  to  amend  the  Fair 
^abor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
increase  the  minimum  hourly  wage 
frfcm  75  cents  to  90  cents,  introduced  by 
MrNsMiTH  of  New  Jersey,  was  received, 
read  Dwice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare, 
as  follov 

Be  it  enlbtfed,  etc.,  That  paragraph  (1)  of 
section  6  (aV  of  the  Pair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938,  at  amended  (52  Stat.  1060;  29 
U.  S.  C.  206  (apjl) ),  is  hereby  amended  by 
striking  out  “not  less  than  75  cents  an 
hour”  and  insertiirs  in  lieu  thereof  “not  less 
than  90  cents  an  he 

Sec.  2.  This  amendment  shall  take  effect 
January  1,  1956. 


SMALL  BUSINESS  ADD 


ISTRATION 


Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  intro¬ 
duce  for  apropriate  referenda  bill  for 
the  establishment  of  a  permanent  Small 
Business  Administration.  I  aslVunani- 
mous  consent  that  a  statement  pi\nared 
by  me  relating  to  the  bill  be  prinusd  in 
the  Record. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  T? 
bill  will  be  received  and  appropriate!^ 
referred;  and,  without  objection,  the 
statement  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 


,80 


\  The  bill  (S.  150)  to  give  the  Small 
Business  Administration  permanent 
sta1 
titli 
Ba: 
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as  as 


was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
and  Currency. 

tatement  presented  by  Mr.  Thye 
ows: 

STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  THYE 

I  am  introducing  a  bill  to  provide  for  con¬ 
tinuing  tha  Small  Business  Administration 
as  an  independent  agency.  As  chairman  of 
the  Small  Business  Committee  of  the  Senate, 

I  was  privileged  last  year  to  offer  the  origi¬ 
nal  legislation  ^creating  the  Small  Business 
Administration,  Which  was  embodied  in  title 

II  of  Public  Law\l63,  1st  session,  83d  Con¬ 
gress,  the  title  bejng  known  as  the  Small 
Business  Act  of  195! 

This  act  was  finally  passed  by  Congress  on 
July  30,  1953,  and  signed  Into  law  the  same 
day  by  President  EiseVihower.  The  present 
law  provides  for  this  agency  only  until  June 
30,  1955.  The  bill  I  am  now  offering  will 
extend  the  life  of  this  important  agency. 

A  statement  of  policy  expressing  the 
philosophy  underlying  thfs  legislation  is 
contained  in  section  202  Naf  the  act,  as 
follows :  \ 

“The  essence  of  the  American  economic 
system  of  private  enterprise  is  free  competi¬ 
tion.  Only  through  full  and  free  competi¬ 
tion  can  free  markets,  free  entry.into  busi¬ 
ness,  and  opportunities  for  the  'expression 
and  growth  of  personal  initiative'vand  in¬ 
dividual  judgment  be  assured.  Thexpreser- 
vatlon  and  expansion  of  such  competition  is 
basic  not  only  to  the  economic  well-, being 
but  to  the  security  of  this  Nation.  'Such 
security  and  well-being  cannot  be  realized 
unless  the  actual  and  potential  capacity\of 
small  business  is  encouraged  and  develop! 

It  is  the  declared  policy  of  the  Congress  tha> 
the  Government  should  aid,  counsel,  assist, 
and  protect  insofar  as  is  possible  the  ii 
terests  of  small-business  concerns  in  order 
to  preserve  free  competitive  enterprise, /to 
insure  that  a  fair  proportion  of  the  total 
purchases  and  contracts  for  supplies/  and 
services  for  the  Government  be  placed  with 
small  business  enterprises,  and  to  maintain 
and  strengthen  the  overall  economy  of  the 
Nation.” 

While  the  Small  Business  Administration 
has  made  a  splendid  record  in  its/n  months 
of  existence,  experience  has  ghown  that 
much  more  can  and  should  be  Alone,  within 
the  proper  scope  of  Government,  to  assist, 
counsel  and  foster  small  businesses  and 
thereby  maintain  healthy,  free,  competitive 
enterprise  and  keep  open  tijfe  doors  to  oppor¬ 
tunity. 

Every  department  and  Agency  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  a  part  in /fostering  a  healthy 
economic  climate.  The'  Small  Business  Ad¬ 
ministration  is  serviijg  in  an  area,  which, 
until  the  creation  of  /he  Small  Business  Ad¬ 
ministration,  had  /lever  been  adequately 
recognized  and  served. 

The  functions  and  procedures  of  the  Small 
Business  AdminjBtration  are  designed  to 
serve  the  peculiar  needs  of  small  firms.  This 
Agency  is  a  service  organization.  It  does  not 
regulate  bus 

The  wisdon/  of  the  Congress  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  in  establishing  the  Small  Business  Ad¬ 
ministration!  to  specialize  in  the  needs  of 
small  firnjs  has  been  demonstrated  by  the 
is  Agency.  Now  let  us  go  for- 
strengthen  SBA  so  that  it  can 
the  services  it  has  pioneered, 
four  major  functions  of  the  Small 
Busigfess  Administration  are:  (1)  To  assist 
businesses  to  obtain  a  fair  share  of 
'ernment  orders  for  goods  and  services; 
to  counsel  owners  of  small  firms  on  their 
nagement  and  technical  problems;  (3)  to 
financial  assistance  to  sound  small  firms 
hen  this  is  not  available  from,  private 


record 

ward 

broader 


give 


sources;  and  4  to  make  loans  at  3  percent 
interest  to  owners  of  homes  and  businesses 
damaged  or  completely  destroyed  by  hurri¬ 
canes,  floods,  and  other  natural  disastei 

More  than  $360  million  in  Government 
contracts  have  been  reserved  for  e/clusive 
award  to  small  firms  as  a  result  hi  joint 
determinations  between  the  Department  of 
Defense  and  the  Small  Business  Administra¬ 
tion.  More  than  2,300  individual  contracts 
totaling  $160  million  already  have  been 
awarded  to  small  firms  as  a  result  of  repre¬ 
sentations  made  by  SBA  to  tjie  Department 
of  Defense. 

There  is  room  for  much improvement  in 
the  awarding  of  contracts  to  small  firms. 
Procedures  for  accomplishing  this  are  being 
improved.  It  seems  to  me  that  aside  from 
the  equity  in  giving  the  owner  of  a  small 
firm  an  equal  opportunity  to  bid  on  a  con¬ 
tract  that  he  is  competent  to  perform,  the 
national  defense  would  be  strengthened  by 
wide  diffusion  of  orders.  This  would  main¬ 
tain  scattered  geographical  production  fa¬ 
cilities  and  more  general  know-how  manage¬ 
ment  and  skill/d  workers  in  this  era  of 
atomic  warfare. 

A  total  of  more  than  150,000  individual 
notifications  jto  small  firms  of  Government 
contract  bidding  opportunities  has  been 
made  by  the  Small  Business  Administration 
and  approximately  1,000  subcontract  refer¬ 
rals  are  made  by  the  agency’s  field  offices 
every  m/nth. 

The  Small  Business  Administration  makes 
loans  to  small  firms  that  meet  credit  require¬ 
ment/,  if  needed  financial  aid  is  not  avail- 
able/it  reasonable  rates  from  private  sources. 
Loans  are  made  in  participation  with  local 
leading  institutions,  or  if  participation  loans 
re  not  available,  directly  to  borrowers. 

The  Agency  is  now  administering  5,341 
loans  amounting  to  approximately  $80,125,- 
405.  A  total  of  2,091  loans  has  been  approved 
by  the  Agency.  These  include  1,122  business 
Lloans,  totaling  $59,400,433  of  which  more 
than  two-thirds  are  in  participation  with 
inks. 

'To  assist  in  rehabilitating  business  con¬ 
cerns  and  homes  destroyed  or  damaged  by 
storms  and  other  natural  disasters,  SBA  has 
approved  969  loans  for  a  total  of  $5,476,535. 
The  remaining  loans  being  administered  by 
the  Agency  are  Reconstruction  Finance  Cor¬ 
poration^  disaster  loans  which  have  been 
transferred  to  SBA  for  collection. 

The  average  gross  amount  of  the  business 
loans  approved  by  SBA  is  approximately  $54,- 
000.  As  oflDecember  31,  1954,  instalment 
payments  onionly  two  loans,  involving  $1,925, 
were  past  duV  and  only  one  of  these  was 
more  than  30\days  delinquent.  This  is  a 
remarkably  good,  record.  It  shows  the  proper 
regard  for  the  taxpayers’  money. 

The  Small  Business  Administration’s  busi¬ 
ness-counseling  service  has  produced  much 
favorable  comment  among  businessmen.  Ar¬ 
ticles  by  authorities  on  management  and 
technical  problems  ar\  distributed  upon  re¬ 
quest  and  SBA  is  cosponsoring  with  colleges 
24  courses  on  problems^  of  small  business. 
These  are  attended  by  owners  and  supervi¬ 
sors  in  small  industries. 

In  view  of  the  splendftl  record  of  the 
Agency  in  meeting  the  need^tof  worthy  small 
businesses,  I  believe  the  Small  Business  Ad¬ 
ministration  has  definitely  shown  the  neces¬ 
sity  for  it  as  an  important  factor  in  fostering 
small  business,  which  is  the  bactoone  of  the 
whole  national  economy.  I  am  confident  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency  will 
conduct  suitable  hearings  to  determine  if 
changes  are  desirable  in  the  provisions  of  the 
present  act,  which  the  bill  I  have  introduced 
merely  extends. 

It  is  highly  essential,  in  my  opiniok,  to 
maintain  the  individual  identity  of  agpn- 
cies  established  to  assist  small  business,  b< 
in  the  executive  branch  and  in  Congress. 


AMENDMENT  OF  RURAL  ELECTRI¬ 
FICATION  ACT 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  myself,  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken],  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  I  introduce, 
for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
statement  prepared  by  me  in  regard  to 
the  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred;  and,  without  objection,  the 
statement  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  153)  to  amend  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936,  introduced  by 
Mr.  Thye  (for  himself,  Mr.  Aiken,  and 
Mr.  Young)  ,  was  received,  read  twice  by 
its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

The  statement  presented  by  Mr.  Thye 
is  as  follows; 

Statement  by  Senator  Thye 

In  connection  with  the  bill  which  I  have 
introduced  together  with  the  Senior  Senator 
from  Vermont  and  the  Junior  Senator  from 
North  Dakota,  providing  for  amendment  of 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act  to  eliminate  the 
state  allotment  formula  for  distribution  of 
Electrification  Loan  Funds  on  the  basis  of 
percentage  of  unelectrified  farms. 

The  allotment  formula  is  found  in  subsec¬ 
tions  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  of  section  3  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act.  These  subsections 
have  not  been  revised  since  their  enactment 
in  1936,  when  only  10.9  percent  of  our  farms 
were  electrified.  The  purpose  of  the  formula 
was  to  assure  equitable  distribution  of  loan 
funds  on  the  basis  of  need  as  determined  by 
the  ratio  of  unelectrified  farms  to  the  total 
for  the  United  States.  This  purpose  has 
substantially  been  achieved.  By  the  close 
of  fiscal  year  1955,  95  percent  of  our  farms 
will  have  been  electrified.  It  is  now  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  allotment  formula  be  elim¬ 
inated  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  As  indicated,  it  is  no  longer  required  to 
assure  equitable  distribution  of  loan  funds 
so  as  to  bring  up  the  percentage  of  electrified 
farms.  Extension  of  service  to  unelectrified 
farms  is  no  longer  the  major  concern  of  REA 
borrowers  and  will  continue  to  decline  in  rel¬ 
ative  importance  in  future  years. 

2.  Need  for  electrification  loan  funds  is  in¬ 
creasingly  measured  by  requirements  of  REA 
borrowers  for  system  improvements  and  the 
provision  of  generation  and  transmission  fa¬ 
cilities  to  meet  ever-increasing  farm  de¬ 
mands.  This  need  bears  little  relationship 
to  the  number  or  percentage  of  unelectrified 
farms.  The  allotment  formula  unneces¬ 
sarily  hampers  the  satisfying  of  this  need. 

3.  Elimination  of  the  State  formula  would 
clarify  and  simplify  the  budget  process  for 
REA.  The  artificial  ond  outlive*!  restric¬ 
tions  of  the  allotment  formula  have  in  re¬ 
cent  years  required  provisions  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  greater  amounts  of  loan  funds  than 
were  required  annually  to  meet  specific 
needs.  The  device  of  the  contingency  fund, 
to  be  drawn  upon  if  needed  for  loans,  was 
developed  to  offset  these  restrictions.  Its 
use,  however,  has  Involved  the  drawing  down 
of  larger  sums  than  were  actually  required 
due  to  the  limitations  of  the  allotment  for¬ 
mula,  and  their  carryover  into  subsequent 
years.  It  has  also  tended  to  obscure  the  de¬ 
termination  of  needs  in  subsequent  years 
which  must  initially  be  made  months  before 
the  need  for  and  amount  of  the  draft  of  con¬ 
tingency  funds  can  be  established.  With  the 
formula  out  of  the  way,  loan  requirements 
can  be  estimated  and  presented  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  on  the  basis  of  actual  loan  needs 
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rather  than  geared  to  an  outmoded  mathe¬ 
matical  equation. 

4.  Elimination  of  the  formula  would  do 
away  with  the  increasingly  difficult  task  of 
estimating  annually  the  number  of  unelec¬ 
trified  farms  in  each  State.  The  difficulty 
arises  from  varying  classification  of  consum¬ 
ers  in  the  utility  industry,  so  that  there  is 
substantial  uncertainty  as  to  number  of  farm 
consumers  and  from  the  use  of  the  total 
number  of  farms  reported  in  the  last  pre¬ 
ceding  census  as  a  base  without  regard  to 
changes  which  are  substantial.  As  the  State 
estimates  approach  100  percent,  these  fac¬ 
tors  increasingly  invalidate  the  formula  as 
a  means  of  assuring  distribution  of  electri¬ 
fication  loan  funds  to  bring  about  area  cov¬ 
erage  rural  service. 

5.  The  distribution  of  telephone  loan 
funds  since  the  inception  of  the  telephone 
loan  program  in  1949  has  been  effected  free 
of  formula  limitations  and  without  com- 
plaint  as  to  the  equity  of  this a,rrangement. 


MODIFICATION  OF  EXISTING  PROJ¬ 
ECTS  FOR  THE  GREAT  LAKES 

CONNECTING  CHANNELS  ABOVE 

LAKE  ERIE 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  I  intro¬ 
duce  for  appropriate  reference  a  bill  to 
deepen  the  Great  Lakes  connecting 
channels  above  Lake  Erie. 

This  bill  will  in  effect  help  complete 
the  Great  Lakes-St.  Lawrence  seaway,  a 
job  which  was  begun  under  Public  Law 
358,  of  the  83d  Congress,  which  I  was 
proud  to  sponsor  in  the  Senate. 

The  deepening  of  these  channels  to  a 
27-foot  depth  is  an  indispensable  re¬ 
quirement,  not  only  for  the  great  heart¬ 
land  of  America,  but  for  the  United 
States  as  a  whole,  and  for  the  entire 
North  American  Continent. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  text 
of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  be  received 'and  appropriately 
referred,  and,  without  objection,  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  171)  to  authorize  the  mod¬ 
ification  of  the  existing  projects  for  the 
Great  Lakes  connecting  channels  above 
Lake  Erie,  introduced  by  Mr.  Wiley, 
was  received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
and  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  projects  for 
Improvement  of  the  Great  Lakes  connecting 
channels  above  Lake  Erie  are  hereby  modi 
fied  to  provide  controlling  depths  of  pot 
less  than  27  feet,  the  work  to  be  prosecuted 
under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  or  the 
Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Cmef  of 
Engineers  in  accordance  with  plans  to  be 
approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Sec.  2.  There  are  authorized  to/be  appro¬ 
priated  such  sums  as  may  be  pecessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this/act. 


INSTITUTION 
IEATYM  AKIN  G 


AMENDMENT  OF 
RELATING  TO 
POWER 

Mr.  BRICKER.  Al r.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce  for  appropriate  reference  a  joint 
resolution  proposing  an  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
relating  to  me  legal  effect  of  certain 
treaties  and/other  international  agree¬ 
ments.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 


statement  prepared  by  me  be  printed  in 

the  Record. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  received  and  ap¬ 
propriately  referred;  and,  without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  statement  wrill  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  joint  resolution  (S.  J.  Res.  1)  pro¬ 
posing  an  amendment  to  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States,  relating  to 
the  legal  effect  of  certain  treaties  and 
other  international  agreements,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Bricker,  was  received,  read 
twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

The  statement  presented  by  Mr. 
richer  is  as  follows: 

^Statement  of  Senator  John  W.  Bricker 
e  text  of  the  amendment  just  intro¬ 
duced  is  identical  with  that  introduced  by 
me  cm  August  5,  1954.  At  that  time  I  ex¬ 
plained  in  considerable  detail  the  purpose  of 
the  amendment. 

It  is  misleading  to  say  that  the  major 
purpose  oS,  my  amendent  is  to  “limit  the 
treaty-makmg  power  of  the  President.”  The 
President  and  the  Senate  are  constitutional 
partners  in  the  treaty -making  process.  My 
amendment  is  designed  to  limit  the  treaty¬ 
making  power  oPihe  President  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  but  only  in  tire  following  respects : 

1.  To  prevent  aiN  treaty  in  conflict  ;&ith 
the  Constitution  from,,  having  any  force/or  ef¬ 
fect;  and 

2.  To  prevent  any  treiky  from  becoming  in¬ 
ternal  law  except  through  valid  legislation. 

There  can  be,  and  thereVhould..-6e,  but  one 
paramount  law — the  Constitution  Itself. 
The  theory  that  international  agreements 
can  alter  or  amend  the  Constitution  should 
not  be  allowed  to  develop  at  t\  exist. 

Legislation  should  be  required  to  make  a 
treaty  effective  as  domestic  law.\  All  other 
countries,  with  the  possible  exception  of 
France,  the  Netherlands,  and  Mexicq,  follow 
this  practice. 

Legislation  should  be  required  to ''make 
executive  agreements  effective  as  domestic 
law.  The  possibility  of  one-man  law  within 
the  United  States  must  be  ended. 

I  am  absolutely  certain  that  President 
Eisenhower  would  not  wittingly  abuse  the1 
power  to  jdake  treaties  and  international 
agreement/.  I  am  confident  that  he  is  just 
as  sincere  as  I  am  in  wanting  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  to/be  supreme  over  every  form  of  inter¬ 
national  agreement.  I  am  just  as  anxious  as 
the  Resident  to  preserve  all  the  powers  of 
his,-  high  office  essential  to  the  conduct  of 
foreign  policy  in  this  age  of  the  atom. 

Inasmuch  as  the  President  and  I  have 
'these  common  objectives,  I  continue  to  hope 
that  we  may  be  able  to  agree  on  appropriate 
language. 

The  text  of  the  joint  resolution  (S.  J. 
Res.  1)  is  as  follows: 

‘‘Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled  ( two-thirds  of  each 
House  concurring  therein) ,  That  the  follow¬ 
ing  article  is  proposed  as  an  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which 
shall  be  valid  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as 
part  of  the  Constitution  when  ratified  by 
the  legislatures  of  three-fourths  of  the  sev¬ 
eral  States: 

"article  — 

"Section  1.  A  provision  of  a  treaty  or  other 
International  agreement  which  conflicts  with 
this  Constitution,  or  which  is  not  made  in 
pursuance  thereof,  shall  not  be  the  supreme 
law  of  the  land  nor  be  of  any  force  or  effect. 

"Sec.  2.  A  treaty  or  other  international 
agreement  shall  become  effective  as  internal 
law  in  the  United  States  only  through  legis¬ 
lation  valid  in  the  absence  of  international 
agreement. 


“Sec.  3.  On  the  question  of  advising  and 
consenting  to  the  ratification  of  a  treaty,  the 
vote  shall  be  determined  by  yeas  ^nd  nays, 
and  the  names  of  the  persons  voting  for  and 
against  shall  be  entered  on  the/Journal  of 
the  Senate. 

“Sec.  4.  This  article  shall  fe'e  inoperative 
unless  it  shall  have  been  /ratified  as  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  by  the  legis¬ 
latures  of  three-fourths  of/the  several  States 
within  7  years  from  the  /Gate  of  its  submis¬ 
sion.” 

The  threat  of  treaty  law  has  not  abated. 
The  treatymaking  ambitions  of  the  United 
Nations  and  its  agencies  continue  to  reflect 
a  zeal  to  regulate  t/ie  political,  economic,  and 
social  rights  and  .duties  of  people  everywhere. 
Those  who  seeiyto  make  the  United  States  a 
mendicant  province  in  some  U.  N. -operated 
world  government  are  determined  to  destroy 
the  concent  of  national  sovereignty.  This 
they  hopeifo  accomplish  at  the  U.  N.  Charter 
Revision/Conference  in  1956.  These  are  but 
a  few  qr  the  recent  developments  underlin¬ 
ing  tjtfe  need  for  a  strong  treaty  control 
iment.  Before  discussing  these  and 
othdr  recent  developments,  however,  I  would 
to  explain  briefly  the  origin  and  legal 
:t  of  the  new  language. 

ORIGIN  OF  SECTION  1 

Section  1  of  the  proposed  amendment 
reads  as  follows: 

“A  provision  of  a  treaty  or  other  interna¬ 
tional  agreement  which  conflicts  with  this 
Constitution,  or  which  is  not  made  in  pur¬ 
suance  thereof,  shall  not  be  the  supreme  law 
of  the  land  nor  be  of  any  force  or  effect.” 

This  section  has  been  endorsed  in  principle 
by  the  Eisenhower  administration. 

The  language  making  a  treaty  in  conflict 
with  the  Constitution  of  no  force  or  effect 
originated  with  the  American  Bar  Associa¬ 
tion.  Later  the  American  Bar  Association 
and  I  recommended  the  same  limitation  for 
international  agreements  other  than  treaties. 
The  Senate  Judiciary  Committee,  only  4  of  its 
15  members  dissenting,  reported  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  in  that  form.  This  por¬ 
tion  of  section  1  was  approved  by  the  Senate 
on  February  15,  1954,  by  the  overwhelming 
vote  of  62  to  20. 

Section  1  of  the  new  amendment  contains 
the  additional  requirement  that  treaties  and 
other  international  agreements  must  be  made 
,in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution.  Credit  for 
lis  suggestion  must  go  to  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Fergu- 
soir] .  On  February  17,  1954,  the  Senate  ap¬ 
proved  the  “inpursuance”  provision  offered 
by  senator  Ferguson  by  a  vote  of  44  to  43. 
This  narrow  margin  was  not  due  to  strong 
opposition  but  primarily  because  the  “in- 
pursuance”  requirement  had  not  been  the 
subject  of’vcommittee  consideration. 

IIGIN  OF  OF  SECTION  2 

Section  2  ofvthe  new  amendment  provides: 

“A  treaty  orVther  international  agreement 
shall  become  effective  as  internal  law  in  the 
United  States  only  through  legislation  valid 
in  the  absence  of  international  agreement.” 

This  section  represents  the  area  of  dis¬ 
agreement  between  myself  and  administra¬ 
tion  spokesmen.  Language  substantially 
similar  to  that  quotedXabove  was  first  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  American  "Bar  Association  and 
on  June  15,  1953,  approved  by  the  Senate 
Judiciary  Committee. 

That  portion  of  the  language  above  requir¬ 
ing  legislation  to  make  treaties  effective  as 
domestic  law  was  voted  down  in  the  Senate 
by  a  vote  of  50  to  42  on  February  25,  1954. 

That  portion  of  section  2  requiring  legis¬ 
lation  to  make  executive  agreements  effective 
as  domestic  law  failed  by  1  vote — 60yfor  and 
31  against — to  receive  the  requires  two- 
thirds.  This  provision  was  the  "heart  \f  the 
substitute  amendment  proposed  by  th^dis- 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Georgia 
George]  ,  Several  Senators  voted  against  tke 
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Geohge  substitute  because  it  did  not  prevent 
the  Congress  from  enacting  legislation  im¬ 
plement!  an  executive  agreement  that 
would  plL  unconstitutional  in  the  absence  of 
such  agreements.  The  proposed  new  lan¬ 
guage  remedies  that  defect. 

BIGIN  OF  SECTION  3 

Section  3  reads  as  follows: 

“On  the  question  of  advising  and  consent¬ 
ing  to  the  ratification  of  a  treaty,  the  vote 
shall  be  determined.  by  yeas  and  nays,  and 
the  names  of  the  persons  voting  for  and 
against  shall  be  entered  on  the  Journal  of 
the  Senate.”  \ 

The  distinguished  majority  leader,  Senator 
Enowland,  is  responsible  for  the  above  lan¬ 
guage  to  prevent  treaties  Vrom  being  ap¬ 
proved  by  only  a  handful  of  Senators.  Both 
the  administration  and  I  have  endorsed  Sen¬ 
ator  Knowland’s  contribution  tosthe  amend¬ 
ment.  On  February  16,  1954,  the  Senate 
approved  this  provision  by  a  vote  of.  72  to  16. 

LEGAL  EFFECT  OF  THE  REVISED 

A  word  as  to  the  meaning  and  effect  of 
the  various  provisions  of  the  joint  resolution 
just  now  introduced  is  appropriate. 

Section  1  will  have  two  related  effect 

First.  It  will  carry  into  effect  the  prin-N 
ciple  as  to  which  there  seemed  to  be  sub¬ 
stantial  unanimity  of  opinion  when  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  1  was  under  debate,  namely, 
that  a  treaty  or  other  international  agree¬ 
ment  should  have  no  force  or  effect  if  it  was 
in  conflict  with  the  Constitution. 

Second.  It  will  provide  that  treaties  and 
other  international  agreements  in  order  to 
be  valid  must  be  made  in  pursuance  of  the 
Constitution. 

Testifying  in  the  hearings  on  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  1,  Secretary  of  State  Dulles  in¬ 
dicated  that  a  treaty  to  effectuate  internal 
social  reforms,  even  though  not  in  direct 
conflict  with  the  Constitution,  would  not 
be  one  made  in  pursuance  thereof.  The  At¬ 
torney  General  expressed  the  same  opinion 
when  he  told  the  Senate  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee  : 

“Our  Federal  system  did  not  contemplate 
having  treaties  deal  with  matters  exclusively 
domestic  in  their  nature.” 

Addressing  the  annual  meeting  of  the 
American  Bar  Association  in  September  1953, 
Mr.  Dulles  suggested  that  the  treaty  power 
would  not  be  exercised  in  pursuance  of  the 
Constitution  if  it  were  used  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  manner:  “to  effectuate  domestic  reforms, 
particularly  in  relation  to  economic  and. 
social  matters,  and  to  impose  upon  our 
country  socialistic  conceptions  which  many 
felt  were  alien  to  our  traditional  American 
ideals.” 

Accordingly,  the  administration,  although 
not  convinced  of  the  necessity  of  an  amend¬ 
ment,  interposed  no  objection  to  the  pro¬ 
vision  requiring  the  treaty  power,  like  the 
legislative  power,  to  be  exercised  only 
pursuance  of  the  Constitution. 

Article  VI  of  the  Constitution,  tha^  su¬ 
premacy  clause,  today  provides  that  ls(ws  of 
the  United  States  in  order  to  be  the  supreme 
law  of  the  land  must  be  made  in  pursuance 
of  the  Constitution  although  treaties  in 
order  to  be  such  supreme  la yr  are  those 
“made,  or  which  shall  be  made,  under  the 
authority  of  the  United  States'”’ 

While  some  opponents  of/the  amendment 
have  asserted  that  undo?  the  supremacy 
clause  treaties  and  statutes  stand  on  an  equal 
footing,  both  being  subordinate  to  the  Con¬ 
stitution,  this  difference  in  language  led  Mr. 
J"stice  Holmes  to  Remark  in  Missouri  v. 
Holland  that,  whUc  “acts  of  Congress  are 
the  supreme  law  pi  the  land  only  when  made 
in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution,”  it  was 
open  to  question  whether  the  authority  of 
the  United  States  means  “more  than  the 
formal  acts/  prescribed  to  make  the  con¬ 
vention.” 

And  yissouri  v.  Holland,  in  turn,  led 
the  latr  Chief  Justice  Hughes  to  say  to  the 


American  Society  of  International  Law  in 
1929  that  he  was  unwilling  to  give  an  opinion 
that  there  was  any  implied  limitation  on 
the  treatymaking  power — that  the  Supreme 
Court  had  intimated  that  there  was  none. 

Section  1  would  thus  insure  that  the  Con¬ 
stitution  would  set  the  limits  on  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  treaties  and  not  merely  prescribe 
the  method  of  their  making. 

Section  1  will  put  treaties  and  other  inter¬ 
national  agreements  where  they  belong — 
subject  to  the  Constitution  and  invalid  if 
they  either  conflict  with  it  or  are  not  made, 
as  Federal  laws  must  be,  in  pursuance  of  it. 
Any  contrary  inference  from  the  language  of 
the  Constitution  or  from  the  cases  would  be 
impossible. 

There  can  be  and  there  should  be  but  one 
paramount  law— the  Constitution  itself. 
Both  laws  of  the  United  States  and  all  ac¬ 
tions  of  the  Federal  Government  should  be 
subject  to  it.  The  theory  that  treaties  stand 
on  a  level  with  the  Constitution  itself  or  can 
alter  or  amend  that  Constitution  should  not 
be  allowed  to  develop  or  to  exist. 

Section  2  would  prevent  any  treaty  from 
being  internal  law  of  the  United  States  sim¬ 
ply  by  reason  of  its  own  existence.  There 
would  be  no  more  self-executing  treaties  as 
^domestic  law.  Legislation  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  effectuate  a  treaty  as  internal  law. 

lis  is  substantially  the  same  as  section 
2  df  Senate  Joint  Resolution  1,  with  the  dif-y 
ferelyce  that  the  new  section  2  has  eliminates 
as  superfluous  the  words  “which  would 
immediately  preceding  “valid  in  the  abse6ee 
of.” 

Section  \2  also  deals  with  international 
agreements\other  than  treaties,  including 
executive  agreements  not  previously  author¬ 
ized  or  approved  by  Congress. /Section  2 
would  prevent  aSn  executive  agreement  from 
having  the  effect  of  internal  law  of  the 
United  States  by\irtue  of  Ats  terms  self¬ 
executing  in  form.  '(There  yould  be  no  pos¬ 
sibility  of  one-man  law  within  the  United 
States.  The  doctrine  \f  the  Belmont  and 
Rink  cases  would  be  nuflUied. 

Obviously,  if  the  Cpngflcss  authorizes  ex¬ 
ecutive  agreements  by  legislation  in  advance, 
such  legislation  would  have  no  be  within  the 
already  delegated/ powers  of  'Congress.  No 
reason  is  apparent  why  subsequent  imple¬ 
menting  legislation  giving  effect  yo  such  an 
agreement  a sf  internal  law  should  not  be 
confined  wifcnin  the  same  limits,  an\section 
2  would  dc/this. 

Because  it  is  widely  conceded  tha\  the 
Congress  now  has  power  to  regulate  execu¬ 
tive  agreements  under  the  “necessary  a\d 
proper”  clause,  the  present  joint  resolution 
does  not  contain  the  following  provision^ 
included  in  Senate  Joint  Resolution  1 : 

'Congress  shall  have  power  to  regulate  all 
'executive  agreements.” 

No  objection  was  made  to  the  elimination 
of  that  provision  during  the  Senate  debate 
since  it  was  regarded  as  merely  declaratory 
of  existing  law.  To  prevent  a  repetition  of 
the  disastrous  experience  at  Yalta,  legisla¬ 
tion  to  regulate  the  making  of  executive 
agreements  is  now  pending  before  the  Con¬ 
gress.  To  supplement  any  treaty-control 
amendment  that  may  be  adopted,  I  par¬ 
ticularly  hope  that  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Nevada,  Mr.  MteCarran,  will 
reintroduce  his  resolution — Senate  Joint 
Resolution  2 — in  the  next  Congress. 

Section  3  is  self-explanatory,  and  its  sub¬ 
stance,  in  one  form  or  another,  has  been, 
regarded  as  advisable  by  almost  everyone. 
It  would  tend  to  prevent  approval  of  treaties 
with  a  mere  handful  of  Senators  present  and 
voting. 

RECENT  DEVELOPMENTS  IN  THE  FIELD  OF  TREATY 
LAW 

Since  the  defeat  of  Senate  Joint  Resolu¬ 
tion  1  in  the  United  States  Senate,  four  im¬ 
portant  new  developments  have  strengthened 
the  position  of  the  proponents  of  the 
amendment. 


First.  The  United  Nations  Human  Right 
Commission  has  refused  to  insert  a  provisic 
in  the  Human  Rights  Covenants  recognizing 
the  right  to  own  property  and  to  have  it 
protected  against  arbitrary  interfereij/e  by 
government. 

Second.  Mr.  Dulles  announced  ori  March 
16,  1954,  that  the  President  can  iiow  wage 
war  without  a  declaration  by  Congress  in  the 
event  of  attack  on  one  of  our  tpeaty  allies  in 
Europe  or  South  America,  thus  reaffirming 
his  Louisville  speech  of  Aprij/1952  before  the 
American  Bar  Association  that  a  treaty  can 
take  pawers  from  Congress  and  confer  them 
on  the  President. 

Third.  Sir  Winston  Churchill  disclosed  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  of  Commons  in  April 
1954  the  terms  of  the  secret  executive  agree¬ 
ment  of  PresidenhRoosevelt  and  Prime  Min¬ 
ister  Churchill  relating  to  the  use  of  atomic 
weapons  and  peacetime  application  of  atomic 
energy. 

Fourth.  Tfrfe  current  debate  on  the  subject 
of  United  Ifations  Charter  revision  has  re¬ 
vealed  a  .determined  effort  on  the  part  of 
influential  persons  and  organizations  to 
scuttle/the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States 
at  the  proposed  UN  Charter  Revision  Con¬ 
ference  in  1956  in  favor  of  some  form  of 
limited  or  full  world  government.  In  hear- 
i/fgs  before  the  Wiley  subcommittee  on  UN 
barter  revision,  many  world  government 
enthusiasts  have  made  it  clear  that  they 
seek  to  transform  the  United  Nations  from 
an  organization  of  sovereign  states  into  a 
superstate  either  by  treaty  or  by  executive 
agreement,  or  if  that  is  not  feasible,  by  the 
even  more  dangerous  process  of  informal 
charter  amendment,  that  is,  by  far-fetched 
interpretation  or  by  unwarranted  usurpation 
of  power. 

Indicative  of  the  philosophy  dominating 
the  United  Nations  Commission  on  Human 
Rights  is  the  fact  that  after  holding  over 
400  meetings,  the  Commission  has  refused  to 
approve  for  the  so-called  draft  of  the  so- 
called  International  Covenant  on  Human 
Rights,  a  provision  recognizing  the  right  to 
own  private  property  and  to  be  secure  in  its 
enjoyment  against  the  arbitrary  seizure  by 
government.  This  discloses  the  extent  to 
which  the  Human  Rights  Commission  is  con¬ 
trolled  by  Communists  and  Socialists. 

On  March  3,  1954,  over  United  States  and 
Turkish  objections,  the  18-nation  Human 
Rights  Commission  voted  to  shelve  indefi¬ 
nitely  all  discussion  of  property  rights. 

The  chairman  of  the  United  Nations  Hu¬ 
man  Rights  Commission  at  the  eighth  ses¬ 
sion,  Dr.  Charles  Malik,  of  Lebanon,  had  this 
to  say  of  the  Socialist  and  Communist  influ¬ 
ences  dominating  its  work: 

“I  think  a  study  of  our  proceedings  will  re- 
■al  that  the  amendments  we  adopted  to  the 
ofti  texts  under  examination  responded  for 
theNmost  part  more  to  Soviet  than  to  western 
promptings.  For  the  second  year  an  unsuc¬ 
cessful  attempt  was  made  to  include  an  ar¬ 
ticle  ons.  the  right  to  own  property.  *  *  * 
The  concept  of  property  and  its  ownership  is 
at  the  heart  of  the  great  ideological  conflict 
of  the  preserk  day.  It  was  not  only  the  Com¬ 
munist  representatives  who  riddled  this  con¬ 
cept  with  questions  and  doubts,  a  goodly  por¬ 
tion  of  the  non-communist  world  had  itself 
succumbed  to  these  doubts.  A  study  of  this 
particular  debate  will  reveal  the  extent  to 
which  the  non-Comfnunist  world  has  been 
communistically  softened  or  frightened.  It 
seems  incredible  that  inhUiese  economic  mat¬ 
ters,  which  reflect  indeeck  much  more  than 
mere  economic  divergencies,  the  western 
world  is  so  divided  itself  asNto  be  incapable 
of  presenting  a  common  froiAyagainst  com¬ 
munism.” 

On  March  16  Secretary  of  Stal\  Dulles  as¬ 
serted  that  in  his  opinion  Presided  Eisen¬ 
hower  had  authority,  without  consulting 
Congress,  to  wage  war  in  Europe  o\  South 
America  in  the  event  any  of  our  treatNiIIies 
under  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  andVthe 
Rio  de  Janeiro  Treaty  were  attacked.  4fc.a 
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H.  R.  2138 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


January  13, 1955 

Mr.  Hope  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as 

4  amended,  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  all  of  subsec- 

5  lions  (c)  and  (d) . 

6  Sec.  2.  Subsection  (e)  of  section  3  is  amended  by  strik- 

7  ing  out  the  following  words:  “without  allotment:  Provided, 

8  however,  That  not  more  than  10  per  centum  of  said  sums 

9  for  rural  electrification  loans  may  be  employed  in  any  one 

10  State  or  in  all  of  the  Territories”  and  by  relettering  said 

11  subsection  “  (c)  ”,  so  that  it  will  read  as  follows: 

I 


o 


1  “(c)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made  available 

2  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  shall  not  be  loaned  or  obligated 

3  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  made  avail- 

4  able,  such  unexpended  or  unobligated  sums  shall  be  available 

5  for  loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the  following  year  or  years.” 

6  Sec.  3.  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  is  amended  by  re- 

7  lettering  it  “  (d)  ”. 


rii 

(t 

5 

6 
Q. 


CD 


> 

era 

o 
d 
»— * 

rt- 

d 

s 


> 

w 

Hi 

1-4 

CO 


o 

Cl 

Ol 


te) 


o 

rt 


►rt 

o 

p 

B 

cd 

S3 


p 

S 

cT1 

rt 


P 

co 

P 

3 

CD 


Q c  rt 

5  Si 

P-  rt 
p 


o 

r-fr* 

o 

»-b 

h-4 

CO 

co 

05 


> 

CO 

r 

r 


s 

H  o 
a>0 

ro  ^ 

2  O 
5  ft) 
*  H 
02 
OS 


£ 

po 

to 

CO 

00 


; 

**  vp.  53  . 


"  1'  ‘  it  !  '1) 


■ideral  land  banks  to  purchase  certain  remaining  assets  of  the 

'tgage  Corporation  (S.  Kept.  37) ;  and  S.  9b2,  to  repeal  tha/law 
>lving  fund  for  purchase  of  agricultural  commodities  and  pa w 
processed  in  occupied  areas  and  sold  (S.  Rept.  38);  and/with 
! ,  to  eliminate  the  requirement  that  private  stocks  exported 
T  b80,  83rd  Congress,  be  replaced  from  CCC  stocks  (S/  Rept.  bo) 

/ 

Lms  spoke  against  shipping  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
/her  iron  curtain  countries  (pp.  196b-5). _ / _ _ 


11 .  ELECTRIFICATION ;  FOREST  LANDS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  ordered 
reported  3.  153*  to  amend  the  REAct  of  1936  so  as  to  eliminate  the  State  allot¬ 
ment  formula,  -and1  6r"7g',  pi  uvidirny  'unuigyeiih  I'U"  Uie1  Uvfr: 

-by  N-.—Eex;  situated  ■withiTr  tiie— LIttc win  1  Ralium!  'Purest'  shall  be  adiiiinjia  lei  lyd" 
-ao«» wateawal-f’orgyst  ■ 1  lands'1  (p.  Dl53). 


12.  TAXATION.  The  Finance  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H,  R.  b259*  to  provide 

a  1-year  extension  of  the  Existing  corporate  nomalVtax  rate  and  of  certain 
existing  excise  taxes  (S.  Reet.  36) (p.  1917).  Authority  was  granted  for  filing 
by  noon,  mar.  8,  of  minority  yiews  on  this  bill  ^pp.  1962-b). 

13.  rTOi-HHATION .  The  Agriculture  and  "‘Fores  try  Conmn/utee  reported  the  nomination 

of  Sam  II.  Bober  to  be  a  member  ofvthe  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board  (p.  19b0) . 

lb.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  The  Agriculture  a^id  Forestry  Committee  appointed  a  sub¬ 
committee  (Sens.  Humphrey,  Scott,  ancMIuhdt)  to  consider  S.  b9b,  and  related 
bills,  to  repeal  Sec.  3b8  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1932*  which 
makes  ACP  payments  contingent  upon  compliance  x^rith  acreage  allotments  on  basic 
crops  (p.  Dl5b). 

15.  TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE.  Sen.  Wiley /stated  that  the  technical  assistance  special¬ 
ists  have  "literally  been  performing  miracles,  in  contributing  to  the  economic 
health  of  xinderdevelooed  natiQns"  and  inserted'  a  letter  oh  this  subject  (p. 

1958). 

.  NEWSPRINT.  Sen.  Ellender  inserted  several  newspape^  articles  discussing  the 
development  and  use  of  Bj/gasse  newsprint  (pp.  1959-60). 

17.  BUDGETING;  EXPENDITURES^  Sen.  Bennett  inserted  TreasuV  Secretary  Humphrey's 

recent  speech  wherein  he  discussed  the  Administration*  s\efforts  to  balance 
the  budget,  cut  expenditures,  etc.  (pp.  1960-2). 

18.  SELECTIVE  SERVICE*.  Sen.  Humphrey  submitted  amendments  inten<ted  to  be  proposed 

bv  him  to  H.  R/  3005,  to  extend  selective  service  for  b  yearSv  until  July  1, 

1959,  etc.  (d<  19b7). 

19.  ROADS.  Sen/ Byrd  inserted  a  number  of  nexrepaper  editorials  opposing  the  method 
of  f inanpong  the  nation' s  long-range  highxxray  plans  as  proposed  b/\jthe  Clay 
Commission  (pp.  19b7-53). 

20.  STAT'X&OD;  TARIFFS;  TEXTILES;  TREATIES.  Received  various  State  Legislature 
memorials  and.  other  petitions  favoring  statehood  for  Alaska  and  Hawaii^ opposing 

iff  reductions  on  textile  imports;  .and  favoring  the  so-called  Brick< 


raenca lent  to  restrict  the  President's  treaty  power  (pp„  1937-8). 


21.  RECCfcl  ATI01T .  Received  from  the  Interior  Department  a  soil  survey  and  lan< 

classification  report  of  the  lands  to  be  benefited  by  the  Haystack  Equalizing 
Reservoir,  stating  that  the  lands  to  be  irrigated  are  susceptible  to  tl 
production  of  agricultural  crops  through  irrigation  (p.  1936). 


22  o  RO-JDS.  Received  from  the  Interior  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  autnorise  that 
Department  wo  acquire  certain  rights-of-way  and  timber  access  roadn  (pc  1936). 


23  o  IlDFOIU IA.TIOIJ 5  EDUCATION .  Received  from  the  Commission  of  Fine  Apts  a  proposed 
bill  "to  amend  t\e  act  of  may  17,  1910,  relating  to  the  establishment  of  a 
Commission  of  Fin^Arts"  j  to  .Rules  and  administration  Committee  (p„  1936). 


\ 


2ii.  STOCKPILING.  Received,  from  the  ODli  a  confidential  "Statistical  Stockpile 


v  -  -  —  —  ^  V-/  _1_  Vita  XXO 

Report  to  the  CongressX  for  the  period  July  1  through  H6c,  31,  1964  (p.  1936 


/  * 


C 


26.  ADJOURNED  until  Friu,  I tar .\4 ,  and  Sen.  Clements  annouhned  that  no  legislativ 
business  is  expected  to  be'^aken  up  on  Fri.  (p.  Y)(p) 

COI  liITTED\lEARIHGS  RELEASED  GPO 

26.  EC0N0IHC  REPORT.  January  1955  ecdnomic  reporiy'of  the  President.  Joint  Commit¬ 

tee  on  the  Economic  Report.  \  / 

27.  '•'.'HEAT .  S.  1U5,  H»  R.  1572,  1580,  176^  1G2L3,  to  increase  marketing  quotas  and 

acreage  allotments  for  1955  durum  wheak/crop.  H.  Agriculture  Committees 


ITEI  :S  ILT  ivPPSMDIX 


28.  DROUGHT  RELIEF..  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep .\Berry  commending  the  Department1  s 
administration  of  the  drought  rdZief  program  atod  discussing  various  phases  of 
the  program  (pp.  A1360-2).  / 


29.  hOi.jiSTR/.  Rep .  Shuford  inserted  2  Asheville  (rj.C.ySCitizen  editorials,  "Trees 
and  hen"  and  "Forest  Service's  Role  In  Our  Past  and \uture"  commending  FS 
on  its  50th  anniversary  Up.  A1364,  A1371) . 

3°*  d^-Clnli1  ICsiTlO]1';  EECLAIbKTIOH .  Rep.  Roberts  inserted  his 'Statement  giving  a 
legislative  nistory  of  the  development  of  the  Alabama-Coota  Diver  Basin 
(pp.  A1362-4).  /  \ 

ii.ep.  i.ack  inserted  a  Slovene  Rat 1 1  Benefit  Society  resolution  urging 
.  expansion  of  RjA^/T VA,  and  public  power  (pp.  nl374-5) 

-1- -.tension  remarks  of  Rep.  Engle  criticizing  the  administration's  oower 
policy  (n.  A1375). 


3i.  PRICE  SUPPORTS .  Rep.  Dawson  inserted  a  Salt  Lake  Deseret  Hews  and  Telegram 
editorial yfcommending  Rep.  Dixon  for  his  "Close  analysis  of  the  figuredy-jhich 
had  been/offered  and  their  source"  of  the  costs  of  the  price  support  crWans 
(p.  A1365) . 


32.  DAiRVPR0DUCTS .  Rep.  Johnson  inserted  a  Capital  Times  of  1  adison  (iJis.)  article 
summarizing  "the  fact  that  milk — particularly  nonfat  dry  milk — is  one  of  the 
b^st  sources  of  protein"  (pp.  A1366-7). 


■**'*-  **  -» •  '—■*  «■—'  >-r  •  ■  A  -n 


ru  s  17.  ^XiDiy. 


OOL  LUNCH .  Received  GAO's  audit  report  on  the  national  school  lunch  pr 
d  an  investigative  survey  of  the  operations  of  the  program,  in  the  State 
s  (p.  2067). 


l5»  REA,  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  appointed  a  subcommittee  (Sens. 
Humphrey,  chrmn.,  Scott,  and  Mundt)  to  hold  hearings  on  S,  153,  to  amend  the 
REAct  of  1936  so  as  to  eliminate  the  State  allotment  formula  (p.  D17U) . 


16.  TAXATION.  Authority  was  granted  until  midnight  Mar.  9  for  filins/of  minority 
views  on  H.  ro.  U259,  to  provide  a  1-year  extension  of  the  existing  corporate  r. 
normal-tax  rat\  and  of  certain  existing  excise-tax  rates  (p.  /2fo86). 

17.  TRADE  AGREEMENTS .  \Sen.  Payne  submitted  amendments  (in  the  Mature  of  a  sub¬ 

stitute)  intended  uo  be  proposed  by  him  to  H.  R.  1,  the  trade  agreements  exten¬ 
sion  bill  (p.  2080) ^ 

18.  NOMINATIONS  .of  Sam  H.  B^ber  to  be  a  member  of  the  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board 

and  Charles  Noah  Shepherdson  to  be  »  member  of  the  federal  Reserve  System 
Board  of  Governors  were  confirmed  (p.  2122). 

19.  COPYRIGHTS.  At  the  request  o£  Sen.  Langer,  further  consideration  of  S.  125U,  to 
create  a  Federal  commission  tckstudy  the  copyright  laws  and  make  recommendations 
for  their  revision,  was  indefinitely  postponed  (p.  2079). 


20.  RECLAMATION;  ELECTRIFICATION.  Received  Mo: 
construction  of  Libby  and  Yellowtai\  dam 

favoring  authorization  of  the  Washita\  ^Basin  project  (pp.  2070-1). 


.  Legislature  resolutions  favoring 
,  and  an  Okla.  Legislature  resolution 


21.  LU  LANDS;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Sen.  Thydsspoke  in  favor  of  his  bill,  S.  1023, 

to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  exeroase  his,  authority  under  title  III  of  the 
Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  to/retire  submarginal  lands  located  in  arid  and 
semiarid  areas  from  the  production  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  (pp. 

2083-5). 

22.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Langer  inserted  a  Dickinsor\(N.  Dak.)  Farmers’  Union  letter 

favoring  "price  support  of/90  percent  of  parity  oi\better"  (p.  2086). 

23.  ROADS.  Sen.  Thye  insert^o  a  Minn.  State  Assn,  of  County  Commissioners’  resolu¬ 

tion  favoring  changing/the  rate  of  Federal  aid  to  counties  for  rural  highways 
or  farm-to-market  roads  from  50  to  7U  percent  (p.  2072) 

2h,  ADJOURNED  until  Thu/s.  Mar.  10  (p.  2122).  Majority  Leader  Johnson  indicated  the 
tax  bill  will  be /taken  up  then  (p.  2086). 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

>5 •  FOOD  IMPORTS/"  Rep.  Bailey  inserted  a  news  dispatch  from  Switzerlahd  stating 
that  GATTJms  renewed  the  U.S.  curbs  on  food  imports  and  gave  other\countries 
permission  to  retaliate  and  seek  compensation  if  affected  by  the  restrictions 
(p.  A15/3). 

6.  FARm/uTLOOK.  Rep.  Clevenger  inserted  a  speech  by  William  B.  Murphy  (pre2 

Ca/pbell’  s  Soup  Co.)  regarding  major  economic  problems  and  the  tomato  situ^ion 
5p.  A153U-6). 
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27,  PERSONNEL.  Rep*  Derounian  inserted  an  article  by  David  Lawrence  defending  the 
present  Government  security  program  (pp,  Al536~7).>  / 

23.  EARM  INCOME.  Sen.  Martin  (Pa, )  inserted  an  article  from  the  Phila,  Inquirer/ 
analyzing  the  drop  in  farm  income  in  Pa.,  N.J.,  and  Del,  (pp,  A1537-8),  '/ 

29.  IRRIGATION^  REA.  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  an  article  from  the  Portland  Oregonian 

describingvthe  irrigation  of  southcentral  Oregon  made  possible  by  cheap  elec¬ 
tricity  forXnumping  water  furnished  by  REA  co-ops  (pp.  A15D3-D) .  / 

30.  FOOD  DISTRIBUTES®,  Sen,  Kefauver  inserted  Marie  Kiefer’s  (ssc.~nmjre .  Nat'l 

Ass'n  of  Retail NGrocers)  speech  discussing  "the  evil  of  price  discrimination" 
(pp.  Al$iUHS).  \  / 

31.  LEGISLATIVE  PROCEDURES.  Sen.  Dirksen  inserted  the  Library  of/ Congress  documented 

study,  "Tne  Historical  Development  of  the  Conference  Committee"  (pp.  A1552-7). 

32.  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  Rep,  Byrd  inserted  his  statement /to  the  Agriculture 

Appropriations  Subcommittee  opposing  a  proposed  cut  in  moneys  for  the  schcel^ 
lunch  program  (p.  Al£65).  \  / 

33.  BUTTER  OVER  GUNS.  Sen.  MonronW  inserted  several /newspaper  articles  and  edi¬ 

torials  on  the  merits  and  demerits  of  "butter  o/er  guns"  (pp.  A1569-71) . 

■3h»  FORESTRY.  Rep,  Byrd  inserted  his  Statement  tp  the  Interior  Appropriations  Sub¬ 
committee  opposing  the  proposed  reduction  or  Federal  funds  for  the  forest  fire 
control  program  (p.  A1571-2).  \  / 

35*  TRANSPORTATION.  Extension  of  remarks  oKSen,  Magnuson  and  insertion  of  excerpts 
from  an  American  Steamship  Lines  publication  pointing  out  profit  to  residents 
of  the  inland  States  from  Government  participation  in  American  shipoing 
(p.  Al<72-3).  /  \ 


others),  H.  R.  hi  19/ by  Rep.  Pfost,  H.  R.  u739,  by  Rep.  mgnuson ,  '  H.  R.  h7hOf 

by  Rep.  Metcalf,  H4  R.  D730,  .by  Rep.  Green~,\.Oreg.,  to  authorize  thetconstruction, 
operation,  and  'maintenance  of  the  Hells  Canyon  Dam  on  the  Snake  River  between 
Idaho  and  OregQnj-to  Interior,  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee sVpp.  2073>  .2lh3)  ° 

gr  Morse,  Rep.  Pfost,  and  others  (pp.  2089-2105,  2lR8-Ul) . 

' .  U722,  by  Rep.  Broyhill,  to  eliminate  the  l-year\imitation  on 
.eases  of  spree  for  Federal  agencies  in  the  Districvsof  Columbia; 

;  Committee  (p,  2llr3).  \ 

it731,  by  Rep.  Herlong,  relating  to  the  tax  treatment  to^ be  af- 
ic.  117  (j)  (3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1939  in  certain 
;  the  sale,  exchange,  or  conversion  of  land  with  unharvested  crops 
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f.  J'o.vor  introdu '  t\o  •  &!!<.- w  >  I  > 


A  BILL 


1.  .  ••  •  I'  o 


84th  CONGRESS  fjf  O  *7  f* 

1st  Session  J\,  /  () 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  30, 1955 

Mr.  Poage  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended. 
2  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  (a)  section  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936, 

4  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  0.  903),  is  amended  by  striking  out 

5  subsections  (c),  (d),and  (e)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  the  following : 

7  “(c)  The  Administrator  shall,  within  ninety  days  after 
g  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year,  determine  for  each  State 
9  and  for  the  United  States  the  number  of  farms  not  then 

40  receiving  central  station  electric  service. 

44  “(d)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  funds  made  available 
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for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  shall  not  be  loaned  or  obligated 
during  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  made  avail¬ 
able,  such  unexpended  and  unobligated  funds  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the  following  year 
or  years.” 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of  such  Act  is  redesig¬ 
nated  as  section  (e) . 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  904),  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “the  provisions  of  section  3  (d)  and  3  (e),  but 
without  regard  to  the  10  per  centum  limitation  therein  con¬ 
tained”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Section  3”. 
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(FoV  Department  Staff  Only) 

Acreago\allotments ,7 
Adjournmejrt  ,9, 16 

Agricultural  commodities 

x . -..35 

Alaska,  A, 29 

Animal  disease, \ ,  ,1 
Appropriations  •  •  1^\L  0  #  3^1-  >38 
Auditing, ,, , , , 

Conservation. , . . , . ,  .X,  ,2f> 
^iry  industry, ...... /X23 

disaster  relief , ,1 ^ 

Education, . 

Eleotrificat ion, • • • , *11,39 
Experiment  stations .,,,  .3I4. 
Farm  program,  ,17 

Flood  control, . ....,30 

HIGHLIGHTS: 


Issued 
For  actions  of 


April  15,  1955 


CONTENTS 


April  14,  1955 
84th-lst,  No,  6- 


Food,  inspection, ,3  Reclamation, */%% ,8,21 

Foreign  aid, ,10  Research#.. »*, ..»yX. ,»* ,23 

Forestry..,,, a, 33  Rice . . 

Information# . 7  Roads . ./X  ,1,4,29,31 

Lands,  public,  ,33  School  lunohX.  •«•••••».,  ,1 

Legislative  program, ... ,16  Seed  car ket^ng, ,27 

Libraries... . 7  Tariffs.. /X . 15,18,28 


Low- income  farmers ...  , .  ,2lj. 

Marketing . 3,lU,25,27 

Minerals . 15,29,33 

Organization,  executive #36 
Patents ,,.••..,,,,,..,,.12 

penalty  mail...,,, . .,5 

Personnel.,.,,., ..,1,13,32 

Pri\es,  support 

... . ...  .lii ,17 ,20/22 


Taxation 


.15 


Technical  assistance . ,10 
Traded agreements,,.. .. ,2,15 

Trtyie,  foreign.. . ,35 

insportaticn, * ......... ,7 

firgin  Islands, ,6 
’ Wheat .......•••.•.••.»,7,19 

Wind  erosion  control. .... ,1 


q  .  J  x  -  _ _ _  Wool . . . 15 

rii-Hnnoi 2nd  supplemental  appropriation  bill  and  agreed  to  ad- 
,  ^  ^uri3-s  f°r  school  lunches .  l^oth  Houses  iraoeived  Presidents  message  asking 

that  U,  S,  join  Organization  for  Tradk  Cooperation. 

Judiciary  appropriation  bill.  House  subpommi/cee 
REA  State  formula,  (Continued  at  end  of 


»st . ) 


House  passed  State,  Justice, 
ordered  reported  bill  to  repeal 


SENATE 


1*  SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  RILL,  19 55X  Passed  with  amendments  this  bill, 
H.  R,  4903  (pp.  3735  ,  3738-49).  /Sens.  HaydervO Russell,  Chavez,  Ellender, 
Bridges,  Saltonstall,  and  Young/were  appointed  Senate  conferees  (p.  3749). 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen/  Kerr  to  add^|>7,000yp00  for  the  school  -lunch 
program  (pp.  3747-9).  Agreed  to  a  committee  amendment  providing  funds  for 
unemp loyment  compensation  / or  Federal  employees  (p.  >744)'.  .  •. 

During  debate  on  th^r  bill,  Sen.  Douglas  and  Sen,  Williams  urged  more 
accurate  budget  estimates  in  order  to  reduce  the  numberXf  supplemental  items 
(PP»  3739-40),  Sen.  CZse'  (S.  Dak.)  commended  the  appropriation  of  additional 
funds  for  forest  roads  (pp.  3738-9),  and  Sens,  Johnson  (TbXj  and  Thye  commended 
the  staffs  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  (pp.  3733-4)* 

,  The  bill  hadr  been  reported  on  April  13  during  recess,  wit\  amendments 
(S.  Rept.  138)  Cp,  3723). 

As  passerby  the  Senate,  the  bill  includes  the  following  iteitafor  this 
Department  j /Emergency  outbreaks  of  aniiral  diseases  and  pests,  ilOvycOO;  control 
of  forest  Zests,  $2,570,000;  and  language  extending  availability  of  rtads  for 
wind  erosion  control  and  to  repay  a  temporary  allocation  of  $5,000,  OOOXroifl  the 
President’s  disaster  relief  fund  to  reactivate  the  program, 

2,  TRADE/ AGREEMENTS.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  President  a  message  reoommerKi- 
ii)g  that  the  U.  S.  join  the  Organisation  for  Trade  Cooperation  (H.  Doc.  140);\to 
ouse  Jays  &.r/l  Means  Committee  and  Senate  Finance  Committee  (pp-  3773  >  ^76C~-2)* 
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3 \ MARKETING.  Both  Houses  received  from  this  Department  a  propeaed  bill  to  amend, 
\the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  so  as  to  provide  a  penalty  for  false: 
making,  issuing,  altering,  forging,  or  counterfeiting  any  certificate  of 
inspection  or  grade  marking  issued  by  AMS;  to  Senate  Agriculture  and  Foresftry 
Committee  and  House  Agriculture  Committee  (pp.  3723,  3811). 

4.  ROADS.  \Both  Houses  received  from  the  Commerce  Department  a  report  on  iftie 

progress,  and  feasibility  of  toll  roads  (pp.3724,  3811)(H.  Doc.  139) /to  Public 
Works  Committees . 

5.  PENAL'H'  MAIl\  Received  from  the  Post  Office  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  amend 

the  Penalty  Mail  Act;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  (p.  3724). 

6.  VIRGIN  ISLANDS,  \eceived  from  the  Assistant  Comptroller  General  an  audit  report 

on  the  Virgin  Islkpds  Corporation  (p.  3723).  ‘  A 

7.  LIBRARIES;  ACREAGE  ALLOT JffiNTS;  WHEAT ;  TRANSPORTATION.  Received  petitions,  etc., 

favoring  additional  r\iral  library  facilities,  additiopAl  acreage  allotments, 
.removal  of  the  Canadian\embargo  on  Selkirk  wheat,  and'  elimination  of  the  bulk 
.commodity  exemption  regar^irg  inland  water  carriers/ pp.  3724-7). 

8.  RECLAMATION.  S.  500,  to  authorize  the  Colorado  River  storage  project,  was  made 
.  the  unfinished  business  (p.  >755), 

9.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Apr.  18  (^3756). 

LOUSE 

in.  STATE,  JUSTICE,  JUDICIARY  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1956.  Passed  without  anendments 
■  8  bill,  H*  R.  5502  (pp.  3762—380 7)\y  Rejected  a  series  of  amendments, 

0  ©red  by  Rep.  Gross,  to  delete  all/fWds  for  the  National  Commission  on 
Educational,  Scientific,  and  Cultural  Cooperation  and  the  entertainment  funds 
of  the  Foreign  Service;  and  to  re$<ice  building  funds  of  the  State  Department 
^<7/*  00  unions  'the  United  Nations  and  specialized  agencies  (pp# 

*  Re3ected  “  amendmenV' offered  by  Rep.  Zablocki  to  increase  by 
“Jo®  the  fdod8  provided  fof  international  education  exchange  activities  of 
the  State  Department  (pp,  3797-3801).  \ 

Several  Members  discussed  the  pros  and  conXof  the  technical  assistance 
program  and  Rep.  Dixon  stated  "those  in  charge  of\he  affairs  in  Iran  have 
testified  to  me  that  one  of  our  agricultural  agentAin  the  field  of  Iran  is 

greater  protection  to  all  liberty-loving  countries  than  a  battleship  in  the 
harbor"  (pp.  3767,80)/  x 

11.  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION.  ThePoage  subcommittee  ordered  reported  to  the  full  Ag- 

r  iou  It  ur  e  Commit to  e  H.  R.^376,  amending  seo.  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Act  of  193h,  so  as  to  repeal  the  State  allotment  formula  (pp.  D291-2)# 


12.  PATENTS.  Subcommittee  ordered  reported  to  the  Judiciary  Committee,  without  rec- 
offimen  a  ony  H.  R,  2128,  to  authorize  the  extension  of  patents  covering  inven¬ 
tions  whos^  practice  was  prevented  or  curtailed  during  oertain  enWency  periods 
by  servi^b  of  the  patent  owner  in  the  Armed  Forces  or  by  production  controls 
(p.  D29j 

3*  PERSONNEL.  Received  from  the  Presidential  Adviser  on  Personnel  Management  a 
proposed  bill  to  provide  leave  of  absence  for  officers  and  employees  stationed 
0  0  f°r  use  in  the  U.  S.,  its  Territories  or  possessions;  t) 


Post  Office  and  <Jivi]  Service  Committee  j(pv  3811). 
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Education* . . .  ...  . , 

Electrification,  rural 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  agre>id. 
tion  bill.  Both  Houses  receive 
Colorado  reclamation  bill,  Sena 
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Experiment  stations «... ,28  Organization,  executi ve„ , ,29 

Farm  relief . ,,..#11,31  Personnel, ... #17, 23 
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Flood  control... ....... ,35 

Foreign  aid, .2, 22, 34,36 
Fore  st  ry  •  * » • . ......  7 , 20 ,32 

Lands,  transfer .... , .... 12 

Legislative  program. .... l6 

Livestock  loans ,8 
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Marketing . #24,27 

Monopolies  ,19 


Price 

Reclamation.  .  /  . ....  .3,53,57 

Rice. ......  ./. . 6,36 

Soil  conservation. .... .10,22 

Sugar , , .  .  { . . *35 

Tobacco.7. . . 13 

TradeAgreements . 5,16 

Water  conservation, ... .22,26 

Whedt# . 22+ 

Wjmd  erosion  c  ontr  ol . .1 


atural  resources ..... a #22 

to  conference  report  o/{  2nd  supplemental  appropria- 
President's  foreign/aid  message.  Senate  passed 
committee  reported  bills  to:  amend  rice-quota 


provisions,  authorize  sale  of  forest  tracts,  continue  livestock-loans  program,  re¬ 
peal  REA  State  formula,  repeal  tie-in  cf  ACP  with  acreage  allotments,  provide  ad¬ 
ditional  acreage  allotments  for  freez\  areas,  etc.  Senate  committee  ordered  reported 
measure  direoting  USDA  to  study  bur ley\obaoob  problem.  House  passed  postal  pay 
raise  bill.  Rep.  Moulder  urged  investigation  of  Mo,  Agricultural  Stabilization  Com¬ 
mittee's  methods.  Sens.  Carlson  and  Morse/ introduced  and  discussed  bills  to  provide 
two-prioe  wheat  plan.  Sens,  Johnston  and  Thurmond  introduced,  and  Sen.  Thurmond  dis¬ 
cussed,  bills  to  limit  interest  on  certain  farm  loans  to  J>%*  Rep*  Gathings  commended 
Secretary's  handling  of  Japanese  r ioe/negotiati>ons . 


SENATE 

1.  SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  confer¬ 

ence  report  on  this  bill,  H.  R,  4903,  and  acted  on  amendments  which  had  been 
reported  in  disagreement  (pp.  4079-8C,  4C82-4),  The  Hoube  concurred  in  the 
Senate  amendment  regarding  the  wind  erosion  control  item.\For  other  items  of 
interest  to  this /Department,  see  Digest  64#  This  bill  willNpow  be  sent  to  the 
President. 

2.  FOREIGN  AID.  /Both  Houses  received  the  President's  message  recommending  continua¬ 

tion  of  the7  Mutual  Security  Program  under  an  International  Cooperation  Admini- 
stration/n  the  State  Department;  to  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Commrb^ee  and 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  (H.  Doc.  144) (pp*  4080,  4084-6)* 

3.  RECLAMATION*  Passed,  58-23,  with  amendments  S.  500,  to  authorize  the  Colorado 
River  storage  project  (pp.  4048-73)* 


4,  LOYALTY  DAY.  Passed  without  amendment  H«  J.  Res.  184,  to  designate  May  1,  19 
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as  Ds^alty  Day  (pc  4'”' 73) *  This  measure  will  now  he  sent  to  the  President, 


5,  TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  The  Finance  Committee  made  additional  tentative  decisions 
regarding,  various  provisions  of  H.  R.  1,  the  trade  agreements  hill  (p.  0311)* 


RICE  QUOTAS  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without /amendment 
He  R»  2839  (a*  Kept?  213)  and  H*  Ra  4356  (Stt  Rept.  214),  and  with  amendments 
He  R«  4647  (s\Rept„  211),  to  amend  various  provisions  of  the  ric^marketing 
quota  laws  (p*  4031). 


7 FORESTRY „  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  wit /  amendments  St 
1079,  to  authorize  sale  of  isolated  or  protruding  tracts  of  /Btional  forest 
land  (S,  Rept.  207)  (V  4031 )« 


8«  LIVESTOCK  LOANS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amend- 
ment  So  1372,  to  amend  thte  act  of  April  6,  1949,  to  expend  the  period  for 
emergency  assistance  to  fa>pers  and  stockmen  (S.  Rept/  208)(p.  4031)* 


RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with 
amendment  S.  153,  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  so  as  to  eliminate  the 
requirement  that  not  more  than  1(1%  of  the  loans  may  be  made  in  any  one  State 
(S.  Rept.  209) (p.  4031), 


10.  SOIL  CONSERVATION;  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS,,  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 
reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  157V  to^repeal  the  requirement  that  farmers 
must  comply  with  acreage  allotments  ortyb^fsic  crops  in  order  to  be  eligible  for 
ACP  payments  (S.  Rept.  210). 


H»  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS;  FARM  RELIEF,  The/Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  report¬ 
ed  with  amendments  S*  1628,  to  promde  relief  to  farmers  and  farmworkers 
suffering  crop  Issues  or  loss  of  employment  because  of  damage  to  crops  caused 
by  drought,  flood,  hail,  frost,  freeze,  wind,\nsect  infestation,  plant  disease, 
or  other  natural  causes  (S.  Rep6.  2C6)(p*  4031), 
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LAND  TRANSFER.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
S.  998,  to  authorize  conveyance  of  a  tract  of  ARS  lknd  to  Woodward,  Okla,  (S. 
Rept.  212 )  (p„  4031),  / 

The  Agriculture  and/ Forestry  Committee  ordered  reported  H.  J.  Res,.  107,  .  to 
permit  Federal  release/of  reversionary  rights  in  certaik  former  FHA  land  located 
at  Kdrn  County,  Calif^  (p.  D310). 


13*  TOBACCO*  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  ordered  repdrted  S.  J.  Res.  60, 
directing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  a  study  and  report  regarding 
hurley  tobacco  marketing  controls  (p.  D310), 

II4..  AGRICULTURAL  STABILISATION  COMvilTTEE.  Received  a  Mo*  State  legislature  resolut¬ 
ion,  requesting  the  USQA  to  investigate  the  activities  of  the  Mo«  State  ASC 

^  ^^si7)^ssals  °f  duly  elected  local  committeemen,  the  pus  pens  ion 
0  e  l.i/lliam  Young  McCaskill  and  Smith  Feed  Co.  as  certified  drought  feed 

dealers/  etc.  (pp.  £029-30).  ' 


1^.  RIECT*  FIXATION,  Sen,  Neuberger  spoke  in  favor  of  increased  appropriation^  f or 

/  0  n  Day  Dam,  Columbia  Rivea,  nml  in«pi  i.wl  an  Oregonian  editorial  on  tlVis 

subject  (p.  £080). 
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Apml  20  (legislative  day,  April  18),  1955. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Humphrey,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  153] 


The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  153)  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936, 
having  considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with  a  recommendation 
that  it  do  pass  with  an  amendment. 

The  present  law  requires  that  funds  for  making  rural  electrification 
loans  be  allocated  among  the  States  largely  on  the  basis  of  the  per¬ 
centage  of  unelectrified  farms  in  each  State.  This  formula  has  proven 
unsatisfactory  in  recent  years  due  to  the  large  percentage  of  farms 
now  electrified  and  the  demands  for  further  service  for  electrification 
systems  already  in  operation.  As  a  result,  it  has  been  necessary  to 
appropriate  additional  funds  to  take  care  of  loan  needs.  Enactment 
of  S.  153  would  eliminate  the  necessity  of  appropriating  such  reserve 
funds,  and  immediate  action  on  the  bill  is  recommended. 

The  bill  was  referred  to  a  subcommittee  which  held  a  hearing  and 
reported  favorably  to  the  committee.  The  report  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  the  report  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  are  hereb}r 
attached  as  a  part  of  this  report. 

Report  of  Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

on  S.  153,  April  20,  1955. 

Your  subcommittee  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (S.  153)  to  amend,  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936,  having  considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with  the 
unanimous  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  with  an  amendment. 

This  bill  would  repeal  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936 
which  require  50  percent  of  the  annual  sum  available  to  REA  to  be  allotted  among 
the  States  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  unelectrified.  farms  and  not  more  than 
10  percent  of  the  remainder  to  be  allotted  to  any  one  State.  Since  92.3  percent 
of  the  Nation’s  farms  are  now  electrified,  this  basis  for  allotment  is  no  longer 
suitable,  prevents  allotment  on  the  basis  of  need,  and  makes  appropriation  of 
additional  funds  necessary. 
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Your  subcommittee  conducted  hearings  which  are  available  in  printed  form. 
The  bill  has  the  approval  of  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association, 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  the  National  Farmers  Union,  the  Coop¬ 
erative  League  of  the  USA,  and  the  National  Grange,  as  wel'  as  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  The  first  four  of  these  organizations,  however,  recommend  that 
the  bill  be  amended  to  retain  the  annual  unelectrified  farm  survey.  Your  sub¬ 
committee  believes  that  this  survey,  apart  from  its  use  in  the  allotment  formula, 
furnishes  valuable  information  to  Congress  and  the  Administrator  both  in  carrying 
out  the  purposes  of  the  act  and  otherwise.  The  cost  of  the  survey  is  about  $3,000 
annually  and  your  subcommittee  recommends  its  retention.  This  could  be 
accomplished  by  inserting  on  page  1,  in  line  11,  after  the  period,  the  following: 
“The  Administrator  shall,  within  ninety  days  after  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal 
year,  determine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States  the  number  of  farms 
not  then  receiving  central  station  electric  service.” 

The  report  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  attached. 

Hubert  H.  Humphrey,  Chairman. 

W.  Kerr  Scott. 

Karl  E.  Mundt. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington ,  D.  C.,  February  3,  1955. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  January  12,  1955, 
for  a  report  on  S.  153,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936.  The 
bill  eliminates  provisions  governing  the  allotment  of  electrification  loan  funds 
among  the  several  States. 

We  favor  enactment  of  the  bill  and  urge  its  consideration  at  the  earliest  possible 
date.  The  1956  budget  recommends  a  $35  million  reserve  authorization  for  rural 
electrification  loans  which  would  be  available  “only  if  the  provisions  in  effect 
January  1,  1955,  of  the  allotment  formulas  set  forth  in  paragraphs  (c)  and  (d)  of 
section  3  of  said  (Rural  Electrification)  Act  are  not  repealed  by  a  law  enacted  by 
the  1st  session,  84t,h  Congress.”  Enactment  of  S.  153  prior  to  consideration  of 
and  action  upon  the  Department  of  Agriculture  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  1956 
would  eliminate  the  need  for  inclusion  of  the  $35  million  reserve  loan  authoriza¬ 
tion  conditionally  recommended  in  the  budget. 

Subsections  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  of  section  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  as  en¬ 
acted  and  now  in  force  prescribe  a  formula  for  the  allotment  of  electrification  loan 
funds.  Fifty  percent  of  the  annual  amount  made  available  bv  the  Congress  must 
be  allotted  for  loans  in  the  several  States  in  the  proportion  which  the  number  of 
their  unelectrified  farms  bears  to  the  total  number  of  unelectrified  farms  in  the 
United  States.  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  remaining  50  percent  and  of  any 
carried-over  funds  may  be  loaned  in  one  State  or  in  all  of  the  Territories. 

In  1936  when  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  was  enacted,  then  available  statis¬ 
tics  showed  about  1  out  of  10  of  our  farms  receiving  central  station  electric  service. 
There  were  large  disparities  between  the  individual  States  in  respect  to  the  per¬ 
centage  of  farms  electrified,  ranging  from  0.9  percent  in  Mississippi  to  53.9  percent 
in  California. 

The  allotment  formula  served  the  very  useful  purpose  of  assuring  distribution 
of  electrification  loan  funds  where  needed.  It  has  now  outlived  its  usefulness. 
As  of  June  30,  1954,  it  is  estimated  by  REA  that  92.3  percent  of  the  Nation’s  farms 
are  electrified.  Farm  electrification  in  31  States  exceeds  the  national  average;  in 
43  States  more  than  85  percent  of  the  farms  are  electrified. 

The  need  for  electrification  loan  funds  can  no  longer  be  measured  accurately 
on  the  basis  of  unelectrified  farms.  The  only  sound  criteria  are  whether  the  loan 
is  needed  to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  the  act  and  whether  it  will  meet  statutory 
requirements.  It  is  increasingly  apparent  that  the  greatest  need  for  loans  will 
arise  where  improvements  must  be  made  in  systems  built  during  the  early  days 
of  rural  electrification  and  where  new  or  additional  power  sources  must  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  meet  steadily  growing  demands  for  electricity  on  the  farm. 

Elimination  of  the  allotment  limitations  will  contribute  to  the  more  expeditious 
and  effective  conduct  of  the  rural  electrification  program  by  (a)  providing  flexi¬ 
bility  in  its  administration  and  making  loan  funds  available  for  lending  where 
and  as  needed  rather  than  as  prescribed  by  rigid  limitations  which  are  no  longer 
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valid  for  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  established  and  ( b )  reducing  annual 
requirements  for  loan  funds  which  because  of  the  existing  limitations  have  neces¬ 
sarily  been  in  excess  of  total  actual  loan  needs.  It  will  also  remove  the  necessity 
for  annual  surveys  of  unelectrified  farms  which  are  burdensome  and  now  needless. 

The  Congress  has  to  some  extent  already  been  apprised  of  the  need  for  re¬ 
examining  the  validity  of  these  statutory  limitations.  Suggestion  that  the  for¬ 
mula  be  changed  was  made  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  as  early  as  May  18,  1949, 
during  discussion  of  the  provision  for  additional  contingent  electrification  loan 
funds  in  the  1950  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act.  The  1952  budget  recom¬ 
mended  elimination  of  the  formula  and  the  1954  budget  proposed  a  modification 
to  permit  freer  use  of  the  additional  contingent  amounts  to  be  provided  for  that 
year.  Amendments  to  the  1954  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act  carrying  out  the 
budget  proposal  were  offered  from  the  floor  of  both  the  House  and'  the  Senate. 
Points  of  order  were  sustained  against  both  amendments  on  the  basis  of  their 
being  legislation  in  an  appropriation  bill. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


True  D.  Morse,  Acting  Secretary. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX,  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  Amended 

Sec.  3. 

******* 

[(c)  Fifty  per  centum  of  the  annual  sums  herein  made  available  or  appropriated 
for  loans  for  rural  electrification  pursuant  to  sections  4  and  5  of  this  title  shall  be 
allotted  yearly  by  the  Administrator  for  loans  in  the  several  States  in  the  propor¬ 
tion  which  the  number  of  their  farms  not  then  receiving  central  station  electric 
service  bears  to  the  total  number  of  farms  of  the  United  States  not  then  receiving 
such  service.  The  Administrator  shall,  within  ninety  days  after  the  beginning  of 
each  fiscal  year,  determine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States  the  number  of 
farms  not  then  receiving  such  service. 

[(d)  The  remaining  50  per  centum  of  such  annual  sums  shall  be  available  for 
rural  electrification  loans  in  the  several  States  and  in  the  Territories,  without 
allotment  as  hereinabove  provided,  in  such  amounts  for  each  State  and  Terri¬ 
tory  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Administrator,  may  be  effectively  employed  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  section  7:  Provided ,  how¬ 
ever,  That  not  more  than  10  per  centum  of  said  unallotted  annual  sums  may  be 
employed  in  any  one  State,  or  in  all  of  the  Territories.] 

[(e)]  (c)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made  available  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act  [shall  not  be]  are  not  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which 
[such  sums]  they  are  made  available,  such  unexpended  or  unobligated  sums  shall 
be  available  for  loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the  following  years  or  years  [without 
allotment:  Provided,  however,  That  not  more  than  10  per  centum  of  said  sums  for 
rural  electrification  loans  may  be  employed  in  any  one  State  or  in  all  of  the 
Territories],  The  Administrator  shall,  within  ninety  days  after  the  beginning  of 
each  fiscal  year,  determine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States  the  number  of  farms 
not  then  receiving  central  station  electric  service. 

[(f)]  (d)  *  *  *. 

Sec.  4.  The  Administrator  is  authorized  and  empowered,  from  the  sums 
hereinbefore  authorized,  to  make  loans  for  rural  electrification  to  persons,  corpora¬ 
tions,  States,  Territories,  and  subdivisions  and  agencies  thereof,  municipalities, 
people’s  utility  districts  and  cooperative,  nonprofit,  or  limited-dividend  asso¬ 
ciations  organized  under  the  laws  of  any  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States, 
for  the  purpose  of  financing  the  construction  and  operation  of  generating  plants, 
electric  transmission  and  distribution  lines  or  systems  for  the  furnishing  of  electric 
energy  to  persons  in  rural  areas  who  are  not  receiving  central  station  service,  and 
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loans  from  funds  available  under  [the  provisions  of  sections  3  (d)  and  3  (e)  but 
without  regard  to  the  10  per  centum  limitation  therein  contained,]  section  3,  to 
cooperative  associations  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  said  cooperative  associations 
and  municipalities  to  the  extent  that  such  indebtedness  was  incurred  with  respect 
to  electric  transmission  and  distribution  lines  or  systems  or  portions  thereof 
serving  persons  in  rural  areas,  to  discharge  or  refinance  long-term  debts  owed  by 
them  to  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  on  account  of  loans  made  or  credit 
extended  under  the  terms  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  Act  of  1933,  as 
amended:  Provided,  That  the  Administrator,  in  making  such  loans,  shall  give 
preference  to  States,  Territories,  and  subdivisions  and  agencies  thereof,  munici¬ 
palities,  people’s  utility  districts,  and  cooperative,  nonprofit,  or  limited-dividend 
associations,  the  projects  of  which  comply  with  the  requirements  of  this  Act. 
Such  loans  shall  be  on  such  terms  and  conditions  relating  to  the  expenditure  of 
the  moneys  loaned  and  the  security  therefor  as  the  Administrator  shall  determine 
and  may  be  made  payable  in  whole  or  in  part  out  of  the  income:  Provided  further, 
That  all  such  loans  shall  be  self-liquidating  within  a  period  of  not  to  exceed  thirty- 
five  years,  and  shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  2  per  centum  per  annum;  interest 
rates  on  the  unmatured  and  unpaid  balance  of  any  loans  made  pursuant  to  this 
section  prior  to  September  21,  1944,  shall  be  adjusted  to  2  per  centum  per  annum, 
and  the  maturity  date  of  any  such  loans  may  be  readjusted  to  occur  at  a  date  not 
beyond  thirty-five  years  from  the  date  of  such  loan:  And  provided  further,  That/- 
no  loan  for  the  construction,  operation,  or  enlargement  of  any  generating  plant 
shall  be  made  unless  the  consent  of  the  State  authority  having  jurisdiction  in  the 
premises  is  first  obtained.  Loans  under  this  section  and  section  5  shall  not  be 
made  unless  the  Administrator  finds  and  certifies  that  in  his  judgment  the  security 
therefor  is  reasonably  adequate  and  such  loans  will  be  repaid  within  the  time 
agreed. 

O 


84th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  217 


[Report  No.  209] 


IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

J ANUARY  6,  1955 

Mr.  Thye  (for  himself,  Mr.  Aiken,  and  Mr.  Young)  introduced  the  following 
bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry 


April  20  (legislative  day,  April  18),  1955 
Reported  by  Mr.  Humphrey,  with  an  amendment 

[Insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  (a)  section  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936, 

4  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  0.  903),  is  amended  by  striking  out 

5  subsections  (c),  (d),and  (e)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  the  following : 

7  “(c)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made  available  for 

8  the  purposes  of  this  Act  are  not  loaned  or  obligated  during 

9  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  are  made  available,  such  un- 

10  expended  or  unobligated  sums  shall  be  available  for  loans 

11  by  the  Administrator  in  the  following  year  or  years.  The 
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Administrator  shall,  within  ninety  days  after  the  beginning  of 
each  fiscal  year,  determine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United 
States  the  number  of  farms  not  then  receiving  central  station 
electric  service.” 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of  such  Act  is  redesig¬ 
nated  as  subsection  (d) . 

Sec.  3.  Section  4  of  the  Eural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  904) ,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  “the  provisions  of  sections  3  (d)  and  3  (e)  but  without 
regard  to  the  10  per  centum  limitation  therein  contained'’, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “section  3”. 
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Calender  No.  2  V 


11,  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION,  S,  153*  "to  repeal  the  State  REA  formula,  was  passed 

over  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Bible  (p.  4241). 

""""  "  .  . . .  . . 0+>>,mwm^Um* H 

12.  CONFUTATION  ACREAGE.  Sen.  Humphrey  spoke  in  support  of  S.  1396,  to  establish 
a  Conservation  Acreage  Reserve  "which  is  aimed  at  getting  some  of  our  surplus,, 
acreage  out  of  grain  production  and  back  into  grasslands”  (pp.  4245-7)# 

13#  LAND  REFORM.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  that  the  U.  S.  Government  publicize  its 

support  of\land  reform  and  referred  to  the  Ladejinsky  case  in  this  connection 
(pp.  4247-9, 

l4.  FOREIGN  TRADE,  Njjen.  Gore  urged  the  passage  of  H.  R.  1*  the  trade  agreements 
extension  bill,\nd  stated  that,  "Not  only  are  cotton  farmers,  r£ce\  farmers , 
tobacco  farmers,  and  wheat  farmers  interested  in  export  trade, /but  so  are 
200,000  textile  workers,"  Several  other  Senators  discussed  the  pros  and  cons 
of  this  bill  (pp.  4269-83). 


^*-5.  RECLAMATION;  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen,  Morse  spoke  in  favor 
high  dam  at  Hells  CanyotXand  inserted  several  telegrams 
support  of  this  project  (pp,.  4285-91) 


f  a  Federal ly-financed 
letters,  etc.,  in 


l6.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Lehman  inserted  a  N.  Y.  Tines  qditorial  commending  the 

President  on  his  foreign  aid  policy  as  being  "n^ot  merely  wise  and  humane,”  but 
"conservative  in  the  face  of  the  vised"  (pp^  4229-30 )• 


17. 


"WHEAT#  Received  a  N.  Dak,  Legislative  resolution  requesting  the  Secretary  "to 
take  appropriate  steps  to  correct  urwarr^hted  and  unfair  discrimination  in 
reapeot  to  acreage  allotments  for  kard^pring  wheat  farmers  in  North  Dakota" 

(P.  09).  y\ 

Sen,  Langer  imerted  a  N.  Dak.  ..Farm  Bureau  (Jamestown)  resolution  pre¬ 
testing  certain  incentives,  such  nonrecourse  loans  and  high  levels  of  parity 
supports,  to  increase  the  production  of  durum  wheat  (p*  42l4)» 


jhion 


1  Local,  Minot,  N.  Dak,, 
(p,  4214);  and  Farmers 
exemption  of  100  aores 
ice  supports  on  all 


18.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Longer  inserted  a  Farmers  ^ 

resolution  favoring  105$  parity  prices  for  farme 
Union,  McKenzie  Cc.,  N.  Dak.,  resolutions  urging 
from  wheat  acreage  allotments  to  all  farmers,  100$ 
agricultural  pro  due  t  s  y'et  0 .  ( pp »  4212-3)# 

19.  RURAL  ELECT  RI  FI  CAT  IQ2J.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  East  Central  Electric  Associa¬ 

tion  (Braham,  Mimu)  resolution  opposing  the  changes  in  REA  recommended  by 
the  Hoover  Commission  Task  Force  report  (p.  42l4)* 

20.  DAIRY  IMPORTS^/  Sen.  Wiley  discussed  "the  failure  of  foreign  dairy  products  to 

conform  to/^he  high  and  exacting  sanitary  codes  to  which  our  American  dairy 
produ ots  Jmist  comply,"  and  inserted  a  Cheese  Producers  MarketingX/lssociation 
letter  On  this  subject  (p.  1+228), 

21.  LABORS  Sen.  Fulbright  discussed  a  recent  decision  of  the  U*  S.  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Columbia,  based  on  his  amendment  tc  the  Walsh-Heal>v  Act 

1952  permitting  the  Labor  Dept,  to  review  prevailing  minimum-wage  orders, 
‘and  its  effect  on  the  textile  industry  wage  scale;  and  inserted  two  articles 
on  this  subjeot  (pp.  4267-8). 


HOUSE 

.FARM  LOANS*  Rep.  Patman  and  others  criticized  the  increase  in  interest  rates 
son  disaster  loans  from  y/o  to  57®#  deplored  the  decline  in  farm  prices,  and 
inserted  several  artioles  concerning  the  current  eoonomic  situation  (pp. 

W?-9). 

23.  PERSONAL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  ^amendment 
H.  R.  35l+8,  to  clarify  the  Federal  Employees  Uniform  Allowance  Act  illative  to 
enaotmonr^date  (H.  Rept,  1+38)  (p.  i+205). 

2l+.  FORESTRY.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  2679,  to  amend  the  act  to  protect  soenic  values  along  0a£  Creek 
Canyon  and  certain  tributaries  thereof  within  the  Coconino  National  Forest, 
Ariz.  (H.  Rept.  1>37)  (p»  1+205). 

25*  ALASKA;  PUBLIC  LANDs\  The  Subcommittee  on  Territories,  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee,  ordered  reported  with  amendments,  Ey  R.  603*  to  remove 
certain  conditions  relating  to  the  law  granting  additional  public  lands  for 
the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  University  of  Alaska  (p,  D330)* 


26.  FOREIGN  AID.  Both  Houses  re&eived  from  the  State 
Chinese  emergency  aid  program*  (pp0  1+205,  1+207). 


department  a  report  on  the 


27.  ORGANIZATION;  EXECUTIVE.  Receive^  from  the  President  a  supplemental  appropria- 

tion  estimate  for  the  fiscal  year\j.955  in  tjie  amount  of  $263,1+75  for  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  (H.  Doc* 
ll+7);  to  the  Appropriations  Committee\(py  1+201+ ) • 

28.  ROADS;  HAWAII;  TREATIES.  Received  pet i/tiWs ,  etc.,  urging  construction  of 

highway  known  as  the  Navaho  Trail  and  transfer  to  Hawaii  of  title  to  the  re¬ 
maining  public  lands  and  other  pubLac  property  in  Hawaii;  and  supporting  the 
Bricker  amendment  to  limit  the  President’s  treaty-making  powers  (pp.  1+205-6), 

29*  MONOPOLIES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Willis  Mis ous  sing  recommendations  of 
the  Attorney  General’s  committee  to  study  the  antitrust  lews  and  inserting  a 
Calif,  and  Hawaiian  Sugar  Refining  Corp.  resolut ion\oppos ing  certain  proposed 
recommendations  of  the  complittee  (pp.  A2696-7). 

30.  IRRIGATION.  Rep.  Budge  inserted  a  Capital  Journal  (Portland,  Oreg.)  editorial 

discussing  hearings  wh/ch  were  held  on  the  proposed  Hells\Canyon  Dam  and 
stating  that  "there  is  a  lot  of  opposition  to  this  project\(p.  A2698). 

Rep.  Johnson  (Wis.)  inserted  a  Wis.  State  Council  of  Carpenters  resolution 
favoring  the  Helly'canyon  Dam  as  a  multiple  power  and  irrigation  project 
(pp.  A2735-6). 

31.  SURPLUS  CO]  MODIFIES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Extension  of  renarks  of  Rep.  Willis  criti¬ 

cizing  the  disposal  of  surplus  commodities  and  stating  that  "...the\pld  fact 
is  that  0 up/ surplus  farm  commodities  have  not  moved  in  the  channels  oX  foreign 
trade  as  contemplated  and  directed  by  Congress,"  and  inserting  correspondence 
with  USDA  and  State  Department  on  this  subject  (pp.  A2698-9)* 

32.  PERSONNEL.  Rep,  Holifield  inserted  Chet  Huntley’s  recent  radio  address  com¬ 
menting  on  the  relationship  between  Federal  employees  and  the  Nat’l  Federatiol 

■'ederal  Employees  (p.  A2700). 
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of  ^Vpplementary  advances  on  loans  at 
the  time  the  extended  period  expires. 

Mr.  ^DHNSON  of  Texas.  Would  it  be 
agreeable  to  the  minority  calendar  com¬ 
mittee  if  at  the  conclusion  of  the  calen¬ 
dar  call  tlTi£  bill  be  considered  by  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  HRUSlSsQ..  I  have  no  objection  to 
that. 

Mr.  PURTELLX I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  ELLENDEr\  I  do  not  believe  that 
there  will  be  any  Objection  to  placing 
in  the  bill  a  time  limitation  0f  the  kind 
the  Senator  from  NeNaska  has  refer¬ 
ence  to. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  A  2-j\ar  limitation 
would  be  agreeable  to  us. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  ask  Vmanimous 
consent,  Mr.  President,  that  Dhe  bill  be 
placed  at  the  foot  of  the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  that  the  bill  be  placed  at 
the  foot  of  the  calendar? 

Mr.  PURTELL.  We  have  no  objection 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  bill  will  be  placed  at  the 
foot  of  the  calendar. 


21  west,  Indian  meridian,  and  including  an 
area  of  0.940  acre  more  or  less. 

Sec.  2.  The  conveyance  authorized  by  this 
act  shall  be  made  subject  to  (a)  the  condi¬ 
tion  that  the  city  of  Woodward,  Okla.,  pay 
into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  in 
return  for  the  land  conveyed,  an  amount 
equal  to  50  percent  of  the  fair  market 
value  of  such  land  to  be  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  after  appraisal  of 
such  land,  and  (b)  such  other  conditions, 
limitations,  or  reservations  as  the  Secretary 
may  deem  necessary  to  protect  the  interests 
of  the  United  States. 


AMENDMENT  OF  RICE  MARKET¬ 
ING  QUOTA  PROVISIONS— BILL 

PLACED  AT  FOOT  OF  CALENDAR 

The  bill  (H.  R.  4647)  to  amend  the 
rice  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  was  announced  as  next  in 
order. 

Mr.  PURTELL.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  bill  involves  a  new  policy,  and 
therefore  I  object  to  the  bill  being  con¬ 
sidered  at  this  time.  I  believe  it  should 
be  debated  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Would  it  be 
agreeable  to  the  Senator  if  I  moved  to 
take  it  up  at  the  conclusion  of  the  call 
of  the  calendar? 

Mr.  PURTELL.  I  would  have  no  ob¬ 
jection. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
bill  be  placed  at  the  foot  of  the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Withou 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

CONVEYANCE  OF  CERTAIN  LAND  IN 

OKLAHOMA  TO  THE  CITY  OF 

WOODWARD,  OKLA. 

The  bill  (S.  998)  to  authorise  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  a  certain  tract  of  land  in  the 
State  of  Oklahoma  to  the/city  of  Wood¬ 
ward,  Okla.,  was  considered,  ordered  to 
be  engrossed  for  a  thud  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and /passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc/' That  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
convey  by  quitcbnrn  deed  to  the  city  of 
Woodward,  Okl^f  all  of  the  right,  title,  and 
interest  of  the/united  States  in  and  to  the 
following-des^ibed  land  situated  in  Wood¬ 
ward  County,  Okla.: 

Beginnih^  at  a  point  66.0  feet  south  and 
283.0  feaf  west  of  the  northeast  corner  of 
the  nojrthwest  quarter  of  section  35,  town¬ 
ship  25  north,  range  21  west,  Indian  merid¬ 
ian/and  running  thence  south  273.0  feet, 
thence  west  150.0  feet,  thence  north  273.0 
get,  thence  east  150.0  feet  to  the  point  of 
5eginning,  all  lying  in  the  northwest  quar¬ 
ter  of  section  35,  township  23  north,  range 


AMENDMENT  OF  RICE  QUOTA  MAR¬ 
KETING  PROVISIONS 

The  bill  (H.  R.  2839)  to  amend  the  rice 
marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  was  considered,  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

RICE  ALLOTMENT  HISTORY 

The  bill  (H.  R.  4356)  to  amend  tl 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  19^8, 
toh  respect  to  rice  allotment  history 
wD  considered,  ordered  to  a  thircLread- 
ingVead  the  third  time,  and  passed. 


AMENDMENT  OF  RURAL  ELECTRI¬ 
FICATION  ACT  OF  1936— BILL 

PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  153)  to  amend  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  order. 

.  Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  bill  be  passed  over. 
v.The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

REPEAL  >OF  SECTION ^48  OF  THE 

AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT 

ACl/OF  1938— BILL  PASSED  OVER 

TJre  bill  (H.  R.  1573)  to  repefel  section 
34Jr  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
1938  was  announced  as  next  invorder. 
Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  asH^that 
the  bill  be  passed  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  after  the  call  of 
the  calendar,  H.  R.  1573  be  considered 
by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
and  several  other  Senators  are  very 
much  interested  in  this  proposed  legis¬ 
lation,  but  we  are  not  in  position  to  de¬ 
bate  it  today.  I  gave  Senators  assurance 
that  if  it  were  objected  to  today  on  the 
call  of  the  calendar  it  would  be  taken  up 
at  an  early  date. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  if  it  is  to  be  passed,  it 
will  have  to  be  passed  within  the  next 
few  days  in  order  to  relieve  the  situation 
of  the  farmers. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  assure  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  that  I  shall 
be  glad  to  talk  to  him  about  a  convenient 
date  when  the  measure  can  be  considered 
by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  thank  the  Senator  from  Texas. 


OPERATION  OF  GOVERNMENT  j£lN 
SMELTERS  AT  TEXAS  CITY, 

The  concurrent  resolution  US.  Con. 
Res.  26)  providing  for  the  Continued 
operation  of  the  Government  tin  smelters 
at  Texas  City,  Tex.,  was  considered  and 
agreed  to,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  Senat V  ( the  House  of 
Representatives  concurring) ,  That  it  is  the 
sense  of  Congress  that,  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  and  authority  of  Public  Law  125,  80th 
Congress,  as  amended,  the  Government  tin 
smelter  at  Texas  Oity,  Tex.,  shall  be  con¬ 
tinued  in  operation  until  June  30,  1956,  and 
so  long  thereafter  as  may  be  hereafter  auth¬ 
orized  by  the  (Congress. 

Sec.  2.  The/President  is  hereby  requested 
to  have  conducted  a  study  and  investigation 
for  the  purpose  of  recommending  the  most 
feasible  .methods  of  maintaining  a  perma¬ 
nent  domestic  tin-smelting  industry  in  the 
United States;  and,  in  connection  with  such 
study  and  investigation,  the  Federal  Facil¬ 
ities  Corporation,  or  any  other  designee  of 
e  President,  is  requested  to  show  the  plant 
nd  facilities  to  any  interested  persons  and 
to  provide  them  with  all  necessary  and  appro¬ 
priate  information  within  the  limits  of  secu¬ 
rity  considerations  upon  which  to  base  ap¬ 
praisals  and  to  formulate  proposals  to  the 
Government  for  the  future  operation  of  the 
smelter  by  the  Government  or  under  private 
lease  or  ownership  arrangements. 

Sec.  3.  The  President  is  requested  to  report 
to  the  Congress  prior  to  March  31,  1956,  the 
findings  of  this  study  and  his  recommenda¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  the  future  operation 
of  the  tin  smelter. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  a  brief  state¬ 
ment  prepared  by  me  concerning  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  26. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Johnson  of  Texas 

I  strongly  urge  passage  of  Senate  Concur¬ 
rent  Resolution  26. 

This  resolution  proposes  to  continue  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  Government  tin  smelter  at 
Texas  City,  Tex.,  until  June  30,  1956,  and 
thereafter  as  authorized  by  Congress. 

The  resolution  also  requests  the  executive 
branch  to  conduct  a  study  in  order  to  be 
prepared  to  present  to  the  Congress  recom¬ 
mendations  regarding  the  most  feasible 
methods  of  maintaining  a  permanent  do¬ 
mestic  tin-smelting  industry  in  the  United 
States — whether  under  Government  owner- 
jip  or  private  ownership. 

Jnless  this  resolution  is  enacted,  opera- 
tioniof  the  tin  smelter  will  end  on  June  30 
of  this  year.  This,  I  am  convinced,  would 
be  contrary  to  our  national  interests. 

The  umited  States  is  in  this  position:  It  is 
the  largest  single  consumer  of  tin  in  the 
world;  itNnust  depend  on  foreign  sources 
for  virtuall\  its  entire  supply  of  tin. 

There  is  orito  one  tin  smelter  in  the  West¬ 
ern  Hemisphere — that  in  Texas.  There  is 
only  one  principal  source  of  tin  ore  in  the 
Western  Hemisphere — Bolivia. 

These  two  facts Vre  of  great  significance, 
taken  in  conjunction  with  each  other. 

For  the  sake  of  ouKnational  security;  as 
an  aid  to  maintainingNthe  free  economy  of 
the  nation  of  Bolivia;  arad  to  lessen  the  risk 
of  our  being  subjected  t<\price  gouging  by 
those  controlling  foreign  tin  supplies,  con¬ 
tinued  operation  of  the  Norfla  American  tin 
smelter  using  South  Americar^in  ore  is  es¬ 
sential. 

I  urge  that  the  Senate  adopt  \he  resolu¬ 
tion  approved  by  the  Committees  Armed 
Services  and  Banking  and  Currency\ 
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PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
completes  the  regular  call  of  the  calen¬ 
dar.  The  bill  passed  to  the  foot  of  the 
calendartyill  be  stated. 


EMERGENCY  ASSISTANCE  TO 
FARMER^  AND  STOCKMEN 

The  bill  (S.  13^2)  to  amend  the  act  of 
April  6,  1949,  to  extend  the  period  for 
emergency  assistance  to  farmers  and 
and  stockmen  was  announced  as  next 
in  order. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
some  remarks  to  make  wiich  are  not 
related  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  ^Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  if  he  will  withhold  his  remarks. 
There  are  only  two  more  bills  remaining 
on  the  calendar. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  I  s\all 
be  happy  to  do  so. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  wit] 
reference  to  Senate  bill  1372  there  is  in 
course  of  preparation  language  which 
will  permit  of  the  imposition  of  a  time 
limitation  with  reference  to  supplemen¬ 
tary  loans. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate' 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  1372) 
to  amend  the  act  of  April  6,  1949,  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  period  for  emergency  assistance 
to  farmers  and  stockmen. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  of¬ 
fer  the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1, 
line  10,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the 
first  period  and  insert  a  comma,  and  the 
following:  “but  no  such  loans  shall  be 
made  in  any  event  after  July  14,  1959.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  section  2  (c)  of 
the  act  of  April  6,  1949,  as  amended,  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  by  striking  the  word  “two” 
from  the  first  sentence  of  said  subsection 
and  inserting  the  word  "four”  and  by  adding 
after  the  first  sentence  of  the  said  subsection 
the  following  new  sentence:  “After  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  period  specified  herein,  such 
loans  may  be  made  only  for  supplementary 
advances  to  producers  indebted  for  loans 
made  under  this  subsection,  but  no/such 
loans  shall  be  made  in  any  event  after  July 
14,  1959.”  / 


RELIEF  FOR  FARMERS  AJJD  FARM 
WORKERS 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Tex/fe.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
unfinished  business  b/temporarily  laid 
aside,  and  that  the /Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  order  No.  210,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  1628,  to  provide  relief  for  farm¬ 
ers  and  farm  porkers  suffering  crop 
losses  or  loss  qf  employment  because  of 
damage  to  Wraps  caused  by  drought, 
flood,  hail,  frost,  freeze,  wind,  insect  in¬ 
festation,  j/ant  disease,  or  other  natural 
causes. 

Ther/being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  1628) 


which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  with 
amendments. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  committee  amendments 
have  been  agreed  to.  The  bill  vests  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  with  power  to 
proceed  in  cases  of  disaster  such  as  are 
outlined  in  the  bill.  There  is  nothing 
compulsory  on  the  Secretary.  Being 
wholly  a  discretionary  measure,  I  hope 
there  will  be  no  objection  to  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  this  bill  would  provide  re¬ 
lief  to  producers  in  areas  suffering  natu¬ 
ral  disasters  by  permitting  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  allot  them  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  for  the  production  of 
commodities  subject  to  production  con¬ 
trols.  The  disaster  which  gave  rise  to 
this  bill  was  the  freeze  which  occurred 
in  many  States  in  late  March.  Pro¬ 
ducers,  farm  workers,  and  others  in  these 
areas  will  suffer  severe  hardship  if  sub¬ 
stitute  crops  cannot  be  planted.  In 
lany  cases  the  planting  of  substitute 
ci'ops  is  prevented  by  acreage  allotments, 
ancLthis  bill  would  provide  a  measure  of 
reliefiin  those  cases. 

The\  committee  amendments,  firs 
make  itXentirely  discretionary  with  tfie 
"  Secretary\as  to  the  amount  of  r^li^f,  if' 
any,  to  be\ccorded  to  any  and  all  pro¬ 
ducers;  anov  second,  strike  out/a  pro¬ 
vision  requiring  additional  allotments  to 
provide  all  farmers  with  a  livelihood. 

The  additionaKacreage  allotted  under 
the  bill  for  any  cron  for  any  year  would 
be  limited  to  the  smaller  pf.  first,  500,000 
acres  or  second,  3  p^i/ent  of  the  na¬ 
tional  allotment  for  suim  crop. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr. . President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South'  Carolina  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. - 
I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN./ May  I  ask  th\  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  if  the  bilk  as  re¬ 
ported  frorr/the  committee  is  agreeable 
to  him. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
All  of /  the  amendments  have  bee 
adopted,  and  the  matter  is  left  discreZ 
tion/-y  with  the  Secretary. 

^4r.  AIKEN.  It  is  discretionary,  not 
mandatory.  Is  that  correct? 

/  Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
'That  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment,  the  question 
is  on  the  engrossment  and  third  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  1628)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc. — 


CONGRESSIONAL  FINDINGS 

Section  1.  The  Congress  hereby  finds  (1) 
that  crop  losses  due  to  drought,  flood,  hail, 
frost,  freeze,  wind,  insect  infestation,  plant 
disease,  or  other  natural  causes  result  in 
severe  hardship,  suffering,  and  economic  loss, 
not  only  in  the  case  of  operators  of  farms  but 
in  the  case  of  their  tenants  and  employees 
as  well;  (2)  that,  by  reason  of  acreage  limita¬ 
tions  or  other  production  controls,  farmers 
suffering  such  losses  are  often  prevented 
from  planting  other  crops  to  replace  those 
lost  or  damaged:  (3)  that  as  a  result  thereof 
agricultural  workers  and  other  persons  de¬ 
pendent  on  such  crops  for  a  livelihood  are 
forced  to  seek  other  employment  thus  caus¬ 


ing  dislocation  of  populations  and  othe 
trends  which  tend  to  unbalance  existufg 
ratios  between  rural  and  urban  populati/is; 
(4)  that  the  economies  of  the  areas  af/ctecl 
are  thereby  disrupted  and  the  economy  of 
the  entire  Nation  adversely  affectedy 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSES/ 

Sec.  2.  It  is  the  purpose  of  /his  act  to 
alleviate  hardship,  suffering,  j/d  economic 
losses  resulting  from  disa/rous  loss  or 
damage  to  agricultural  cro/s  due  to  nat¬ 
ural  causes,  and  to  prevent  serious  dis¬ 
location  of  populations,  i&nd  other  adverse 
effects  on  the  economie.yof  the  areas  affected 
and  the  Nation,  by  jmaking  possible  the 
planting  of  additional  acreage  of  other  crops 
which  will  in  part/replace  those  destroyed 
or  damaged  and  thus  provide  a  livelihood  for 
farm  operators  and  workers  who  would  other¬ 
wise  be  forced  /o  seek  other  means  of  sup¬ 
port  for  then/elves  and  their  families. 


INCREAS 


IN  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 


Sec.  3.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  determines — 

(1)  t/at  in  any  area  any  agricultural  crop 
which/ls  important  to  the  economy  of  such 
areaynas  been  destroyed  or  severely  damaged 
by /drought,  flood,  hail,  frost,  freeze,  wind, 
insect  infestation,  plant  disease,  or  other 
latural  cause;  and 

(2)  that,  except  for  acreage  limitations 
or  other  production  controls,  other  crops 
could  be  planted  to  replace  or  supplement 
the  crop  destroyed,  or  damaged,  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  upon  application  by  the  operator  of  any 
farm  within  such  area,  may  cause  to  be 
allotted  to  such  farm  additional  acreage  for 
the  planting  of  any  such  crop  in  such 
amount  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
advisable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
act. 

(b)  The  aggregate  of  the  additional 
acreage  allotted  for  any  crop  year  under 
this  section  for  the  planting  of  any  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  shall  not  exceed  (1) 
500,000  acres,  or  (2)  3  percent  of  the  national 
acreage  allotment  for  such  commodity  for 
such  year,  whichever  is  smaller. 

ADDITIONAL  ACREAGE  NOT  TO  BE  CONSIDERED  FOR 
PURPOSE  OF  FUTURE  ALLOTMENTS 

Sec.  4.  The  additional  acreage  authorized 
to  be  allotted  to  farms  under  this  act  for 
any  year  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  county. 
State,  and  national  acreage  allotments  for 
such  year.  Such  additional  acreage  shall 
not  be  taken  into  account  in  establishing 
future  State,  county,  and  farm  acreage 
allotments. 

DEFINITION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  CROP 

ec.  5.  As  used  in  this  act,  the  term  “agri- 
cuNural  crop”  means  any  crop  of  a  product 
of  tf*e  soil,  including  horticultural  crops. 

TERMINATION  DATE 

Sec.  <?\This  act  shall  cease  to  be  in  effect 
on  June  fy  1958. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  subsequently  said : 
Mr.  President,  earlier  today  the  Senate 
passed  Senate  t>ill  1628,  Calendar  No.  210, 
a  bill  to  provide  relief  of  farmers  and 
farmworkers  suffering  crop  losses  or  loss 
of  employment  because  of  damage  to 
crops  caused  by  drought,  flood,  hail,  frost, 
freeze,  wind,  insect  \nfestation,  plant 
disease,  or  oher  natural  causes.  I  had 
filed  an  objection  to  theSbill,  but  it  was 
inadvertently  overlooked.  Therefore, 
Mr.  President,  at  this  timte  I  enter  a 
motion  to  reconsider  the  vot\by  which 
Senate  bill  1628  was  passed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,.  The 
motion  to  reconsider  will  be  entered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Delawa 
yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 


Uu  ili  ' 
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HIGHLIGHTS?  Senate  committee  reported  appropriation  bill  which  includes  Forest 
Service  items*  House  conferees  were^appointed/on  USDA  appropriation  bill#  House 
oommittee  ordered  reported  bills  to  donate  flour  and  meal  to  needy,  repeal  REA  State 
formula,  give  CEA  subpena  power,  author rze  .land  banks  to  purchase  FFMC  assets.  Sen¬ 
ate  debated  trade  agreements  bill.  Sen,  ylements  commended  tobaooo  referendum  re¬ 
sults  and  spoke  in  favor  of  90^  prios  sujfpo'Yts »  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  farmers  to  con¬ 
tinue  wheat  quotas  and  critioized  flexible  phioe  supports.  Sen,  Martin,  Pa.,  intro- 
’uoed  and  discussed  bill  to  provide  myre  State\  participation  in  water  projeots. 

HOUSE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1956.  Reps.  mitt ten,  Marshall,  Deane,  Natcher, 

Cannon,  Andersen,  Horan,  Vfrsell,  and  Taber  were^appointed  House  conferees  on 
this  bill,  H.  R,  5239  (p/4522).  The  conferees  me\ but  did  not  complete  their 
work  (p.  D36l) . 

2.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES. /4he  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  Reported  (with  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  nature/of  a  substitute)  H.  R,  2851,  providingSfor  HEW  to  purchase 
flour  and  meal  fr^m  USDA  and  donate  it  to  the  needy  (p.  D35^)  * 

3.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  3948,  "to  remove  the  'limitation  that 

uniform  allowances  may  be  provided  only  to  those  who  were  required  to  wear 
.  uniforms  when  the  Federal  Employees  Uniform  Allowance  Act  was  pasapd  in  1954 
(p,  4527)/  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

Reyi  Pelly  spoke  in  favor  of  immediate  passage  of  a  classified  fray  raise 
bill  (/.  4525). 

4.  FORESTRY,  Passed  without  amendment  H,  R.  2679,  to  protect  scenic  values  a^yng 
o/c  Creek  Canyon  in  Coconino  National  Forest,  Arlz ,  (p.  45^-7),  A  companion 
nil,  S.  52,  has  beer  reported  In  the  Sen  a  be . 


5.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  208,  consenting  to  a  compact  bei  ^een 
Ark^and  Okla.  regarding  Arkansas  River  waters  (p.  4529).  This  bill  had  1  een 
reported  earlier  in  the  day  with  amendment  (H.  Rept.  463)  (p»  4534)  > 


6.  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION ; EX01IANQE0 ■  FARM" "dlEMT .  On  Apr.  29  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  voted  to  report  Ho  R.  5376,  to  repeal  the  State  allotment  form¬ 
ula  for  REA;  H -  Ru  ■  4  5-14  j  -to  autih oyieio ■  -tho  Commodity  Sxohange* 

-Ac-t ;  and ,  the-  Federal  ■■land-banks  frir 1  purcha  gc-1  ceyfraiw 

geta^f^he^-edei-al  ■■Far liT'-I^orb  gage 1  Oorporati-cw*1  ( p .  D359 ) . 


7.  LAND  TRANSFER.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  H.  1762,  to  direct 
sale  of  a  tract  of  ARS  land  to  Woodward,  Okla.  (p.  D359). 


8.  BANKING  AND  CURRENCY^  Both  Houses  received  a  message  fron/the  President  recom¬ 
mending  U*  S.  membership  in  the  International  Finance  Corporation  (H.  Doc.  152); 
to  Banking  and  Currency  Committees  (pp.  4522-3,  4516), 


9.  COOPERATIVES.  Rep.  ^asonN^poke  in  favor  of  H.  R 
Volstead  Act  so  as  to  provide  for  antitrust  actio: 
cooperatives  under  certain\ircumst^nces  (p.  453. 


14) 


to  amend  the  Capper- 
against  large  farmer 


10.  FHA  AUDIT.  Received  from  t he\c omptr o lie r  General  a  report  on  the  audit  of  the 

Farmers'  Home  Administration;  ^to  Government/bperations  Committee  (p.  4534)- 

11.  CHEESE.  Rep.  Johnson,  Wis.,  announced  that  Wisconsin  cheese  would  be  served 

in  the  Capitol  dining  rooms  (pp, 


524-5, 


12.  INTERIOR  AND  REIATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1956.  The  Appropriations 
Committee  reported  with  amendments  this 'bill,  H.  R.  5 085  (S.  Rept.  26l)(p. 
4472).  Attached  is  a  table  showing  actions  relating  to  FS  and  ARS.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  committee  added  <{>100,000  for  we e£k  control  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.  The  bill  also  includes  S40P.006\'fo'r  salt-water  research  and 


$390,000  for  the  Virgin  Islands  Corporation.  \J4ajority  Leader  Johnson  indicated 
that  the  bill  will  probab^  be  debated  this  week  (pp.  4517-8,  4520). 


13*  TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  BegapMebate  en  H.  R.  1,  the  trdde  agreements  extension  billj 
adopted  all  committee ^amendments  (See  Digest  68)  enXblcc;  agreed  that  the 
bill,  as  so  amended,  would  be  considered  as  originalXtext  for  the  purpose  of 
further  amendment;  and  adopted  a  technical,  clarifying^  amendment  by  Sen.  Byrd 

(pp.  44 89-90,  4493-4510,  4512-20). 

During  debate  on  this  bill  Senators  Byrd  and  Thye  discussed  the  provisions 
to  impose  quotas  on  agricultural  products  under  sec.  22  of:  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  (pp.  4497-8) ,  Sen.  Robertson  stated  that  th\  cotton-textile 
industry  ha^  little  to  fear  from  enactment  of  the  bill  (pp*  2366-8 ) ,  and  Sen. 
Mansfield  stated  that  one  of  the  most  important  answers  to  the  agricultural 


surplus  problem  is  an  expanded  foreign  market  (pp.  4513-6). 


14*  T  OB  AC  CO/ALLO  TMENT  S ;  FRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Clements  stated  that  the\results  of 
the  hurley  tobftcco  referendum  demonstrate  "an  overwhelming  acceptance  by  the 
groyers  of  further  reductions  in  acreage,"  ani  spoke  in  favor  of  90^  price 
supports  on  basic  commodities  (pp.  4483-4).  Sen.  Barkley  commended  the  burley 
ebaoco  farmers  on  "this  magnificent  vote"  for  reduced  acreage  allotments 

(pp.  4483-4). 


-3~ 


X 2-n  FAXM  LOANS*  Pas-stni  as  reported  C^)  t ,  bo  tcxboxA  the^di  r-eot  loan  authority  gff 
th\Administrator  of  Veterans  ’  Affairs  under  title  Ilf  of  the  Servicemen’! 
Readjustment  Act  of  l^UUt  as  amended ,  to  correspond  to  the  expiration  dap%s 
-provi^sd  for  guaranteed  loans  (pp»  2j680~l). 

1>  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION,  Disoussed  and,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Stennis,  passed 
over  S «  153,  to  amend  the  Rural  Ele  otrification  Act  so  as  to  eliminate  the 
requirement  that  not  more  than  10 %  of  the  loans  may  he  made  in  any  one  State 
(pp.  i;881-2)„  Majority  Leader  Johnson  announced  that  this  bill  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  on  Monday, 

l4,  MAR-RISK  INSURANCE  o  passed  as  reported  S*  72+1,  to  amend  titl/xil  of  the 

Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  relating  to  war  risk  insurance,  /n  order  to  repeal 
the  provision  which  would  terminate  authority  to  provide  insurance  under  such 
title  (p*  2+891 ) • 


lyc 


r_  PROPERTY  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES,  Received  from  GSfi  a  proposed  bill  "to 

amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  192+9,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes "j\to  Government  Operations  Committee  (p,  2+85 6 ) * 


l6#  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Sen,  Aiken ^inserted  a  statement  tfy  Elmer  Towne,  commissioner 
of  agriculture  for  Vermont ,  Ybjecting  to  criticism  of  the  dairy  industry 

(p.  2+S7T)«  ^  / 


17- 


20 


21, 


22, 


PERSONNEL*  Discussed  and,  at  thev  request  off  Sen,  Ellender,  passed  over  S,  Res, 
^3,  providing  for  an  invest i gat ioV  of  the/ administration  of  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  and  the  Post  Office  Depjrtme^t  (p,  2+879 ) < 


18,  PATENT'S*  Disoussed  and,  at  the  requea^  of  Sen.  Ellender,  passed  over  S.  Res, 
92,  providing  funds  for  an  ^xaminati6n\and  review  of.the  administration  of 
the  Patent  Office  and  of  the  statuses  relating  to  patents,  trademarks,  and 
copyrights  (pp«  U879-~8Q)* 


19- 


POTATOES*  Received  a  Maine  Legislature  resolution  requesting  an  investigation 
of"  the  mercantile  exchange  fo/  the  pur po'se%*ovi ding  greater  stability  in  the 
notate  industry.  Sen,  Payne/  stated  that  the  BWiking  and  Currenoy  Committee 
fs  looking  into  this  matte/ with  a  view  toward  \  thorough  investigation  and 
new  legislation  if  the  pr/liminary  inquiries  indicate  such  action  necessary, 
and  that  the  CEA  is  alsc/ looking  into  the  potato  Situation,  (p.  2+858 * ) 

inserted 

WEATHER  RESEARCH.  Sen4  Anderson/and  discussed  a  N.  Mdx0  Legislature  resolution 
requesting  legislation  to  prohibit  the  seeding  of  clou&s  or  the  use  of  other 
methods  of  inducing  rain  or  snowfall  until  sufficient  scientific  data  are  col¬ 
lected  and  adequate  regulations  are  established  (pp.  2+858^-9 ) . 


FOREIGN  AID,  STen*  Lehman  inserted  and  commended  a  CIO  lettei 
supporting  the  foreign  economic  aid  program  (pp,  1+862+-5). 


analyzing  and 


HEALTH*  Sdri*  Neuberger  spoke  in  favor  of  a  positive  program  for  distribution 
of  the  polio  vaccine,  stated  that  the  lack  of  such  a  program  wo ufd  discriminate 
particularly  against  farm  children,  and  inserted  an  editorial  and\etters  on 
this  /subject  (pp.  1+893-4 )  c~ 


23,  ADc/UP-NED  until  Mon,,  May  9  (p-  2*897 ) .  Legislative  projrs^fgr^gest 

specific  dates  given),  as  artfKttlhOOd  by  Majority  LeeSer^j'olmsoi/!  Sills  to  a 


~est 1 
lem 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


JPEG  TRY;  RECLAMATION  .  3  1904,  "by  Sen.  Bible,  tc  authorize  the  establishment 

the  GeTernment  of  recreational  facilities  in  certain  reservoir  areas  cf 
reclamation  projects  having  a  national  signif icance;  to  Interior  and  InsuJj 
AffaVn  Committee  (p,  4859)*  Remarks  of  author  (pp.  4$59~ 60 )  0 


25.  IRRIGATIVE,  LANDS.  S  1908,  by  Sen.  Larger,  providing  for  the  purchase yfey  the 
United  StVS-.es  of  lands  "within  the  Lewis  and  Clark  Irrigation  Farms  p^roject, 
McKenzie  cVinty,  N.  Dak.;  to  Public  Y/orks  Committee  (p.  1+859)  • 


26.  CONSERVATION.  Vi.  R,  6052,  by  Rep.  Knutson,  to  establish  a  conservation  acreage 
reserve,  to  promote  conservation  improvement  of  agricultural  s/i 1  and  wat e r 
resources  in  relation  to  watershed  development,  to  stabilize  ^farmers '  income, 
to  adjust  total  agricultural  production  to  consumer  and  expert  needs,  to  main¬ 
tain  an  abundant  sn\  even  flow  of  farm  commodities  in  intestate  commerce;  to 
Agriculture  Committees,  (p  ,  4974)* 

H.  R.  6062,  by  3eni  Johnson,  /is.,  to  amend  the  Sc/1  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act  sb  as  to  permit  the  making  of  Payments  to  farmers  for 
certain  water-conservations. practices;  to  Agriculture/Committee  (p *  4974)* 


c 


27.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  H.  R.  6066,  b\  Rep .  Sisk,  authorising  modification  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  flood  protection  on  tab  San  Joaquin  River  and  tributaries,  California; 
to  ^ublic  Works  Committee  (p.  4974) 


28.  FARM  LOANS.  H*  R.  6067,  by  Rep,  Smilth,  Miss/,  to  amend  section  2  of  the  Nationa 
Housing  Act  to  authorize  the  insurance  of/loans  made  to  finance  the  installa¬ 
tion  of  irrigation  systems  and  facilirie/;  to  Banking  and  Currency  Committee 

(p.  4974'Ju 


29.  WATER  RESOURCES.  H.  R.  6069,  by  Rep /Trimb\e,  to  promote  and  to  establish  poli¬ 
cy  and  procedure  for  the  development  of  water  resources  of  lakes,  rivers,  and 
streams;  to  Public  Works  Committ^P  (p.  4974) • 


30.  LANDS,  H.  R.  6071,  by  Rep.  Vi ry  ion,  to  authorize  the  conveyance  of  lands 

acquired  pursuant  to  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act;  to  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  (p.  4974). 
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SEED-STORAGE.  H.  Con.Res/^  122,  by  Rep.  Moulder,  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  a  national  seed-storage  facility  should  bS.  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture;  to  Agriculture  Committee  (o.  4974). 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


32.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  /Rep,  Simpson  inserted  a  New  York  Times  editoria'ly  ’’Farm  Props 
Versus  vage  Floors,-*  stating  that  "any  labor  leader  -vho  believesN:hat  high, 
rigid  price  ^supports  and  a  strong  agriculture  are  interchangeable  \enns  for 
the  same  thing,  ...  is  proceeding  on  a  seriously  mistaken  assumption^  (pp.  A 
(pp,  A3o4#-50). 

Rap.  Van  Pelt  inserted  a  Daily  Reoord  (St.  Baul,  Minn.)  editorial\^opos- 
ing  EyR.  12  as  ‘useless,  harmful  legislation"  (o.  A3053). 


33*  RESEARCH.  Rep.  Ashley  inserted  an  Ohio  Home  Economics  Association  resolution 
»rongly  protesting  the  realinement  of  home  economics  research  in  the 


jSDA 


(pp.  A3040-1). 
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The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
anH  passed. 

ie  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read : 
'‘A  bnl  to  amend  the  Servicemen’s  Re¬ 
ad  jusnnent  Act  of  1944  to  extend  the  au- 
thorityof  the  Administrator  of  Veterans’ 
Affairs  tovmake  direct  loans,  and  to  au¬ 
thorize  theSAdministrator  to  make  addi¬ 
tional  typesNof  direct  loans  thereunder, 
and  for  otheApurposes.” 

CONVEYANCE  OF  CERTAIN  WAR¬ 
HOUSING  PROJECTS  TO  THE  CITY 

OF  WARWICK,  V\.,  AND  THE  CITY 

OF  HAMPTON,  VA 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  M:\President,  may 
I  be  recognized  to  ask  the\najority  lead¬ 
er  a  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Alabama  is  recognized. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  wish  to  Osk  about 
Calendar  No.  245,  Senate  bill  755v  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  conveyance  of  certaiA  war¬ 
housing  projects  in  the  city  of  WarWick, 
Va.,  and  the  city  of  Hampton,  Va.  Has 
that  bill  been  acted  on? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  No.  It  £ 
not  scheduled. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  The  bill  is  com¬ 
pletely  noncontroversial,  and  even 
though  notice  has  not  been  given,  I  am 
sure  we  can  dispose  of  the  bill.  I  am 
sure  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart]  will  agree  with  me  that  there 
is  no  controversy  about  the  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  First, 
should  like  to  reply  to  the  Senator  froc 
Alabama.  We  follow  a  certain  pro 
dure  in  the  Senate,  namely,  that  of  out¬ 
lining  the  order  numbers  on  the  calendar 
which  are  to  be  considered,  and/  sub¬ 
mitting  them  to  the  minority  leader. 
The  minority  leader  usually  has  his  own 
methods  of  checking  with  which  I  am 
not  familiar. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Very  weftl.  I  may 
say  that  the  bill  was  agreed/o,  not  only 
by  all  members  of  the  committee,  but  by 
all  Government  departments  concerned. 
There  were  three  amendments  which  it 
was  suggested  should  be /dded  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Ulfi.  President,  I  see 
no  reason  why  Calendar  No.  245  should 
not  be  passed,  but  it  is  satisfactory  to 
me  to  have  its  consideration  deferred. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  at  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like/ to  have  the  attention 
of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape 
hart]  and  the /Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkma 

I  am  infornied  that  there  is  an  error 
in  the  Reco/d.  When  the  order  num 
bers  of  bill/  were  read  last  night,  Cal 
endar  No.  2145  was  read,  and  notice  was 
thereby  given,  but  that  number  was  not 
included/n  the  Record.  I  have  been  fol 
lowing  me  numbers  listed  in  the  Record. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  move  that 
the  senate  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  Calendar  No.  245,  S.  755. 

ie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
i/om  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
^Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 


(S.  755)  to  authorize  the  conveyance  61 
certain  war-housing  projects  to  the  pity 
of  Warwick,  Va.,  and  the  city  of  Hafnp- 
ton,  Va.,  which  had  been  reported  -from 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and/  Cur¬ 
rency,  with  amendments,  on  page'!,  line 
5,  after  the  word  “him”,  to  insertion  the 
basis  of  an  appraisal  made  by/an  inde¬ 
pendent  real  estate  expert” ;  fin  page  2, 
line  15,  after  the  word  “all/,  to  insert 
“of  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  and  to  both”;  in  line 
19,  after  the  word  “determine”,  to  insert 
a  comma  and  “and  the  amount  received 
for  each  project  shall /be  reported  by 
the  Administrator  to  /he  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee  pi  the  Senate  and 
the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee 
of  the  House  of  Representatives”;  and 
at  the  top  of  page/3,  to  insert: 

Sec.  2.  The  provisions  of  this  act  shall  be 
effective  only  duping  the  period  ending  6 
months  after  th/  date  of  approval  hereof. 

So  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  if  enacteh,  etc..  That,  notwithstanding 
any  other  provisions  of  law,  the  Housing  and 
Home  Finance  Administrator  is  authorized 
to  sell  ancy  convey  at  fair  market  value  as 
determined  by  him  on  the  basis  of  an  ap¬ 
praisal  n/ide  by  an  independent  real  estate 
,expert  (A)  (1)  to  the  city  of  Warwick,  Va., 
to  &  public  housing  authority  for  such 
ci\y,  or  to  any  agency  or  corporation,  estab¬ 
lished  or  sponsored  in  the  public  interest  by 
sucmcity,  all  of  the  right,  title,  and  interest 
of  ;ftie\United  States  in  and  to  War  Housing 
Ppoject\yA-44061,  and  that  portion  of  War 
ousing 'Project  VA-44067  which  lies  within 
he  limits\of  said  city  of  Warwick,  and  (2) 
to  the  city  >of  Hampton,  Va.,  or  to  a  public 
housing  authority  for  such  city,  or  to  any 
agency  or  corporation,  established  or  spon¬ 
sored  in  the  public  interest  by  such  city,  all 
of  the  right,  titlevand  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  and  to  that  portion  of  War  Hous¬ 
ing  Project  VA-A4CK5 7  which  lies  within  the 
limits  of  the  city  of  Ilampton,  or  (b)  to  the 
cities  of  Warwick  and 'Hampton,  Va.,  jointly, 
or  to  a  public  housingyauthority  for  such 
cities,  or  to  any  agency  (incorporation  jointly 
established  or  sponsored  inythe  public  inter¬ 
est  by  such  cities,  all  of  theyight,  title,  and 
interest  of  the  United  Statesyn  and  to  both 
or  either  of  the  projects  mentioned  in  (1) 
and  (2)  above.  Any  sale  pursuant  to  this 
authorization  shall  be  on  such  yerms  and 
conditions  as  the  Administrator  yhall  de¬ 
termine,  and  the  amount  received  ipr  each 
project  shall  be  reported  by  the  Administra¬ 
tor  to  the  Banking  and  Currency  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Senate  and  the  Banking  and  TSkir- 
rency  Committee  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

Sec.  2.  The  provisions  of  this  act  shall  bi 
effective  only  during  the  period  ending  6 
months  after  the  date  of  approval  hereof. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 


AMENDMENT  OF  RURAL  ELECTRIFI¬ 
CATION  ACT  OF  1936 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  Calendar  Order 
No.  217,  Senate  bill  153,  and  I  call  the 
attention  of  the  Senator  from  Missis- 
sippi  and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
to  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 


The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  153) 
to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Texas  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas-  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  do  not  have  the  floor.  I  made 
a  motion. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Was  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Texas  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Yes. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  Senator  from  Texas  to  withdraw  the 
motion.  This  is  the  bill  to  which  I  ob¬ 
jected  during  the  first  part  of  the  week. 
There  has  not  been  time  to  examine 
into  the  far-reaching  effects  of  the  bill, 
which  would  abolish  a  national  formula 
for  the  distribution  of  all  the  funds  in¬ 
volved  in  REA  loans.  There  is  certainly 
no  emergency  about  it. 

Time  has  not  been  afforded  me  to  look 
into  the  matter  since  I  objected  to  the 
bill  on  the  floor.  As  all  Senators  know, 
the  Senate  was  in  session  until  10:30 
p.  m.  last  night,  and  meetings  have  been 
in  progress  all  week  by  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations.  I  am  planning  to  look 
into  the  bill  over  the  weekend,  which  I 
definitely  promise  to  do.  However,  there 
has  been  no  opportunity  up  to  now  to 
look  into  the  question  on  its  merits. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  shall  be  glad  to  withdraw  my 
motion.  However,  I  should  like  to 
announce - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas  is  withdrawn. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  may  I  complete  my  announcement, 
please? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  is  recognized. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  This  bill  has 
been  on  the  calendar  now  since  April  20. 
I  realize  the  very  deep  interest  which 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  has  in  the 
proposed  legislation.  I  have  had  several 
discussions  with  him  about  it  in  the  past 
several  days.  There  are  also  many  other 
Senators  who  are  interested  in  having 
the  bill  considered  by  the  Senate,  where 
it  can  be  debated  and  voted  on. 

I  do  not  know  that  any  great  emer¬ 
gency  is  involved;  but  I  do  know  that 
many  people  throughout  the  Nation  who 
are  interested  in  REA  feel  that  under 
the  existing  formula,  money  which  is 
required  to  be  allocated  to  the  States  is 
not  used  by  the  States. 

I  thought  sufficient  time  had  been 
given  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  to 
look  into  the  matter.  When  we  passed 
over  the  bill  in  the  early  part  of  the 
week,  it  was  announced  then  that  it 
would  be  taken  up  as  soon  as  it  could  be 
reached.  We  have  free  time  now,  and 
we  probably  shall  have  on  Monday,  also. 

I  will  say  to  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  and  to  the  other  Senators  who  have 
talked  to  me  about  the  bill  that  I  hope 
they  will  understand  our  failure  to  take 
up  the  bill  today.  We  shall  have  time 
to  take  it  up  on  Monday,  and  on  Monday 
I  shall  move  the  consideration  of  the 
bill. 
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I  hope  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
will  have  a  chance  over  the  weekend  to 
look  into  the  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  attitude  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas,  and  I  will  look  into  the  bill  over 
the  weekend,  and  will  try  to  be  prepared 
on  Monday. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  T 
appreciate  the  statement  the  majority 
leader  has  made,  and  also  the  consider¬ 
ation  he  has  given  to  our  friend,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Mississippi. 

I  wish  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  to 
know  that,  following  his  inquiry  about 
the  bill,  I  contacted  the  REA  Associa¬ 
tion  and  the  National  Electric  Coopera¬ 
tive  Association,  as  well  as  the  profes¬ 
sional  staff  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
bill  on  his  particular  State.  I  can  assure 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  that  every 
report  I  have  received  from  all  three  of 
those  sources  indicates  that  the  bill 
would  be  beneficial,  rather  than  detri¬ 
mental,  to  his  State. 

The  problem  involved  here  is  that  lit¬ 
erally  millions  and  millions  of  dollars  of 
funds  are  tied  up  under  a  formula;  no 
one  can  touch  the  funds  because  in  the 
law  there  is  a  particular  formula  which 
no  longer  is  applicable  to  the  existing 
situation.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is — 
and  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  has 
every  right  to  be  concerned,  because  his 
State  has  problems  which  are  unique  to 
it,  in  terms  of  the  REA — that  15.6  per¬ 
cent  of  all  the  unelectrified  farms  in  the 
Nation  are  in  Mississippi;  25.4  percent  of 
the  farms  in  Mississippi  are  unelectrified. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Before  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  leaves  with  the  Senate 
the  impression  that  there  is  any  emer¬ 
gency  in  connection  with  this  bill,  or 
that  anyone  will  suffer  in  the  least  if  ac¬ 
tion  on  it  is  deferred,  let  me  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  last  week  the  Sen¬ 
ate  passed  an  appropriation  bill  carry¬ 
ing  sufficient  funds  to  insure  that  the 
operation  of  the  present  formula — 
which  Senators  have  proposed  to  re¬ 
peal — will  not  injure  anyone. 

Furthermore,  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  has  passed  the  same  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  carrying  the  same  funds, 
and  even  though  the  bill  is  in  confer¬ 
ence,  those  paragraphs  of  it  are  not  in 
conference.  So  we  may  say  that  that 
particular  appropriation  lacks  only  the 
signature  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States  to  insure  that  no  one  will  be  hurt 
if  the  formula  is  not  changed  or  if  the 
bill  we  are  discussing  is  not  passed. 

So  I  desire  to  assure  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  and  all  other  Senators  that 
I  am  not  trying  to  delay  for  one  mo¬ 
ment  action  on  the  bill.  I  am  not  any 
busier  than  any  other  Member  of  the 
Senate;  but  everyone  knows  what  a  busy 
week  the  Senate  has  had.  I  do  not  un¬ 
derstand  that  there  is  any  present 
urgency  all  of  a  sudden,  to  have  the  bill 
passed.  No  one  is  being  hurt  or  injured. 

I  am  referring  these  remarks  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota,  who  has  urged 
me  to  lay  all  other  business  aside  during 
the  week  and  to  confer  with  the  REA  au¬ 
thorities.  I  told  those  in  the  REA  that 


I  would  get  to  the  matter  as  soon  as  I 
could.  I  had  in  mind  doing  so  on  Friday. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  un¬ 
usual  energy,  and  I  admire  him  for  it; 
and  I  do  not  think  he  is  trying  to  take 
advantage  of  anyone.  But  I  wish  to  say 
that  there  is  no  emergency  requiring  us 
to  take  immediate  action  on  the  bill. 
There  is  time  to  have  the  bill  follow  the 
usual  course. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
was  trying  to  say  that  there  is  good 
reason  for  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
to  be  concerned.  I  have  no  special  in¬ 
terest,  as  such,  in  this  measure,  except 
under  my  responsibility  as  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee. 

I  am  delighted  that  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  has  more  time  in  which  to 
look  into  this  matter,  and  I  think  he 
should  have  the  additional  time.  I  was 
only  pointing  out  that  this  is  a  particular 
problem  in  the  State  which  he  is  so  hon¬ 
ored  to  represent  in  part  in  the  Senate, 
and  that  nothing  which  would  jeopardize 
his  State  will  be  done.  He  will  have  my 
full  cooperation,  not  only  in  this  mat¬ 
ter,  but  in  a  host  of  others. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  my 
colleague  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Let  me  say  that  I  am  the 
author  of  the  bill  and  that  I  introduced 
it  because  of  the  fact  that  the  adminis¬ 
tration  and  the  REA  directors  recognized 
that  under  the  old  formula  system,  year 
after  year,  when  certain  funds  were 
lying  earmarked  for  a  particular  State, 
in  many  cases  the  State  had  no  way  of 
making  use  of  them.  Thus,  we  had  a 
situation  in  which  certain  appropriated 
funds  were  not  serving  the  purposes  of 
the  REA  in  the  way  all  of  as  would  like 
to  see  those  purposes  served.  For  in¬ 
stance,  funds  might  be  earmarked  for 
Minnesota,  whereas  they  might  well  be 
used  in  Mississippi,  to  improve  the  rural- 
electrification  program  in  that  State. 

So  much  progress  has  been  made  that 
there  is  no  longer  any  need  to  give  spe¬ 
cial  protection,  by  means  of  earmarking 
funds,  to  the  States  having  the  smaller 
populations. 

At  this  time  we  would  prefer  to  make 
the  funds  available  to  the  entire  REA 
program  throughout  the  Nation,  and 
have  the  directors  of  the  REA  use  the 
funds  where  they  can  best  be  used  to 
promote  and  further  the  program. 

I  have  no  desire  to  have  the  bill  rushed 
through,  if  it  pleases  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  to  have  action  on  the  bill  de¬ 
layed  for  1  week.  The  bill  has  previously 
been  passed  over. 

Of  course,  the  quicker  we  get  the  pro¬ 
gram  developed  on  the  basis  of  freeing 
funds  which  now  are  tied  up  by  being 
earmarked  for  a  State  which  is  not  ready 
to  use  them,  the  more  rapidly  will  the 
program  be  advanced.  But  I  assure  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  that  I  am  not 
by  any  means  trying  to  have  sudden 
action  taken  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  withdraw  my  motion  to  have  the 
Senate  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
from  Texas  has  acceded  to  my  request. 


ISION  OF  BOUNDARIES  OF 
THEODORE  ROOSEVELT  NA- 
IONAL  MEMORIAL  PARK,  N.  DAK. 

Ir.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
de™,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  \consideration  of  Calendar  No.  251, 
Senate  bill  1529,  to  revise  the  boundaries/ 
of  the  Theodore  Roosevelt  National  Me¬ 
morial  Park ;  and  I  call  the  attention  o/ 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  to  tl 
motioi 

The  'PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  tfill 
will  be  read  by  title,  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill J  (S. 
1529)  ta  revise  the  boundaries  off  the 
Theodora  Roosevelt  National  Memorial 
Park,  in  tie  State  of  North  Dakot/t,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  7  The 
question  isK>n  agreeing  to  the  mption  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to; /and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider/  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from/ the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  InsdEar  Affairs 
with  amendments  on  page  i,  after  the 
word  “of”,  to  strike  out  "200/’  and  insert 
“140”;  on  paga2,  line  3,  after  the  word 
“easterly”,  to  insert  “10  feet”,  and  after 
the  word  “and”\  to  strike  ^ut  "200”  and 
insert  “140”,  line  4,  after  the  word  “Ave¬ 
nue”,  to  insert  “qp  a  poinff  150  feet  west¬ 
erly  of  the  westerly  right-of-way  line 
of  Main  Street;  thence  northerly  20  feet 
along  a  line  parallel  to  and  150  feet  west¬ 
erly  of  the  westerly  right-of-way  line 
of  Main  Street  to  ai  point  on  a  line  par¬ 
allel  to  and  160  feet/ northerly  of  the 
northerly  right-of-Wiy  line  of  Third 
Avenue;  thence  easterly  along  said  line 
a  distance  of  150  feet  to  a  point  on  the 
westerly  right-of-way  line  of  Main 
Street ;  thence  northerly  a  distance  of  40 
feet  along  said  Westerly  right-of-way 
line  of  Main  Street  to'a  point  200  feet 
northerly  from  the  northwest  corner  of 
the  intersection  /of  Th\rd  Avenue  and 
Main  Street;  thence  eas 
parallel  to  and  200  feet 
northerly  rigM-of-way 
Avenue”;  and  m  line  17 
“of”,  to  strike  out  “1,11(\”  and  insert 
“970”,  so  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enactid,  etc..  That  the  following- 
described  lands  are  hereby  made  a  part  of 
the  Theodore/  Roosevelt  National  Memorial 
Park,  subject  to  all  laws  and\  regulations 
applicable  t/iereto:  Beginning  \at  a  point 
in  block  11  pi  the  village  of  Medora,  N.  Dak., 
said  point  Joeing  on  the  northern  right-of- 
way  line  of  Third  Avenue  a  distance  of  160 
feet  westerly  from  the  northwest! corner  of 
the  intersection  of  Third  Avenue  Vnd  Main 
Street;  t fence  northerly  a  distance  of  140 
feet  to  f  point  on  a  line  parallel  to  and 
-.160  feet /westerly  of  the  westerly  right-of-way 
line  of  Main  Street;  thence  easterlyVlO  feet 
along  af  line  parallel  to  and  140  feet\north- 
erly  of  the  northerly  right-of-way  line  of 
Third  clvenue  to  a  point  150  feet  westerly  of 
westerly  right-of-way  line  of 
thence  northerly  20  feet  aid 
barallel  to  and  150  feet  westerly  ol 
ferly  right-of-way  line  of  Main  Si 
f  point  on  a  line  parallel  to  and  160 
therly  of  the  northerly  right-of-way 
Third  Avenue;  thence  easterly  along  s\id 
lirfe  a  distance  of  150  feet  to  a  point 
tjfe  westerly  right-of-way  line  of  MaV 
reet;  thence  northerly  a  distance  of 
eet  along  said  westerly  right-of-way  line 
lain  Street  to  a  point  200  feet  northerly 
from  the  northwest  corner  of  the  intersec-\ 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  bill's  to:  give  CEA  subpena  power;  protect  innocent  pur¬ 
chasers  of  fungible  goods  from  CC*C  claims;  authorize  inter-agency  fire  protection 
agreements.  Senate  subcommittee  approved  bill  /limiting  interest  on  disaster  loans 
to  3%,  House  sent  Interior  apprcpriMdon  bilf  (which  includes  FS  items)  to  confer¬ 
ence;  debated  Hawii-Alaska  statehood  bill.  /House  committee  reported  bills  to  give 
CEA  subpena  power,  authorize  land  banks  rt/purohase  FFMC  assets,  and  repeal  REA  State 
formula.  Sen.  Allctt  introduced  and  discussed  emergency  leans  bill.  Sen,  Smathers 
intr.  and  discussed  bill  to  carry  out  recenp/endstiors  cf  President '  s  transportation  ccmmitee . 

SENATI 

1.  COMMODITY  E  'CHANGES.  Passed  without  amendments.  1398,  to  provide  subpena  power 

to  the  Commodity  Exchange  Authority  (pp.  4987-s6) . 

2,  CCC  CLAIMS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  1831,  to  project  innocent  purchasers  of 

fungible  goods  converted  by  warehousemen  from  CCC  claims  (pp,  4988-9). 

3*  FOREST  FIRES.  Passey/ as  reported  S.  1006,  to  authcrize^he  execution  of  agree¬ 
ments  between  agencies  of  the  U.  S.  and  other  agencies  a^d  instrumentalities 
for  mutual  aid  ipr  fire  protection  (p.  4990). 

4.  PUBLIC  LANDS.  /Massed  as  reported  S.  265,  to  amend  the  acts  authorizing  agricul¬ 
tural  entries  under  the  nonmineral  land  laws  of  certain  mineral  lands  in  order 
to  increase  the  limitation  with  respect  to  desert  entries  made  ^der  such' a^ts 
to  320  apres  (p.  4987). 

Pa/sed  without  amendment  S.  74 8,  to  prohibit  the  U.  S.  from  acquiring 
mineral  interests  in  lands  acquired  by  it  except  when  necessary  to  serve  the 
purpose  for  which  such  lands  are  acquired  (pp.  4986-7) 

5*  Aj^lFAL  DISEASE.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1133*  to  authorize  USDA  to  paj 

indemnity  for  losses  and  expenses  incurred  during  July  1954  in  Iowa  in  connb lo¬ 
tion  with  vesicular  exanthema  (p.  4988), 


6.  RECORDS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1007,  to  authorize  GSA  to  establisl 
central  depository  for  inter-state  agreements  (p„  4989). 
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On  May  6  (during  Senate  recess)  a  subcommittee  of  the 
„  Committee  approved  for  reporting  to  the  full  committe* 
iterest  rates  from  5%  to  3 %  on  disaster  loans  (p.  D386). 


Vestry 


i  culture 
1755,  to 


8.  RECESSED  un' 

bill! may 

the  week. 


be 


Wed.,  May  11.  Majority  Leader  Johnson  stated 
onsidered  Wed.  and  that  the  roads  bill  may  be 

(p\4993.) 


HOUSE 


INTERIOR  DEPARTMENT  ’MID  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATI  iflLL  FOR  1956*  Reps 
Kirwan,  Norrell,  Sieminski,  Magnuson,  Jensen,  Fento:  Scrivner,  and  Taber  were 

appointed  conferees  or^this  bill,  H.  R.  5085  (p.  4^1  •  Senate  conferees  have 

been  appointed. 


t  the  postal  pay 
sidered  later  in 


10.  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION ,—0OMMODIT¥  EM^IAWOEO;1  The  Agriculture  Com¬ 

mittee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  537^,  to  repeal  the  State  allotment 
formula  for  REA  (H.  Rept.  547 ) »'  -H***ft*  45'^4'J"  te'"euuithe,WjBe'  "oufeg bbr» 

land  banks  F e-ye  1  - »Fa rat  Mgn«bg»g» 


(H.  Repute (p.  5029). 


11*  FIRE  PROTECTION.  The  Government  Cperirt^ons  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
H.  R.  6015,  to  authorize  the  executicX  of  agreements  between  agencies  of  the 
U.  S.  and  other  agencies  and  instrumentalities  for  mutual  aid  in  fire  protec¬ 
tion  (H.  Rept.  5l;9)  (p.  5029). 


12.  PERSONNEL.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reportecKwithout  amendment  H.  R.  5&50,  tc 
provide  for  the  settlement  of  Claims  of  military  personnel  and  civilian  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Federal  Government  for  damage  to,  or  loss,  destruction,  cap¬ 
ture,  or  abandonment  of  personal  property  occurring  incident  to  their  service 
(H.  Rept.  553)  (p.  5029).  ' 


13*  CIVIC  AUDITORIUM.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  1825,  creating  a  commission  to  plan 
a  D.  C.  civic  auditortdm  (op.  5009-13 )• 


lU*  STATEHOOD.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  2535#  the  Alaska- Hawaii  statehood  bill 
(pp.  5013-24).  7 


15»  POTATOES.  Received  a  Maine  Legislature  memorial  recommending  an  investigation 
of  the  Mercantile  Exchange  for  the  purpose  of  providing  greater  stability  in 
the  potato  industry  (p,  5031). 


BILLS  APPROVED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 


16 •  RICE  ALLOTMENTS.  H.  R.  4647,  which  increases  each  1955  State  rice  acreage 

allotment  by  2%,  provides  each  State  with  a  1955  rice  allotment  at  legist  equal 
to  ad/s  1950  allotment,  provides  each  county  whose  base  acreage  fcr  195\  ex“ 
ceeded  by  at  least  2%  its  base  acreage  for  1950  with  a  1955  rice  allotment  at 
least  equal  to  its  1950  allotment,  and  increases  each  State  reserve  for  nWr 
Producers  and  new  farms  to  a  minimum  of  5°0  acres.  Approved  May  5,  1955 
r( Public  Law  29,  84th  Cong.). 
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ELIMINATION  OF  LIMITATIONS  ON  RURAL 
ELECTRIFICATION  LOAN  FUNDS 


May  9,  1955. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from'  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  5376] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  5376)  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as 
amended,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon 
without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

STATEMENT 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  remove  from  the  Rural  Electrification 
Act  formulas  restricting  the  distribution  of  REA  loan  funds  which 
were  valuable  when  the  program  was  in  its  earlier  stages  but  which 
have  now  become  obsolete  and  an  unnecessary  limitation  on  the 
flexibility  of  the  loan  program. 

Subsection  (c)  of  section  3  of  the  REA  Act  provides  that  50  percent 
of  the  annual  appropriation  for  REA  loans  must  be  allotted  by  the 
Administrator  for  loans  in  the  several  States  in  the  proportion  which 
the  number  of  farms  in  each  State  not  then  receiving  central  station 
electric  service  bears  to  the  total  number  of  farms  in  the  United 
States  not  then  receiving  such  service. 

Subsection  (d)  of  the  same  section  of  the  act  provides  that  the 
remaining  50  percent  of  each  annual  appropriation  for  REA  loans  may 
be  made  available  for  loans  in  any  State  or  Territory  but  that  not 
more  than  10  percent  of  that  unalloted  portion  may  be  employed  in 
any  one  State  or  all  of  the  Territories. 

Subsection  (e)  of  the  same  section  provides  that  funds  appropriated 
for  REA  loans  but  not  expended  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year 
may  be  carried  over  for  use  in  the  next  fiscal  year  but  that  the  10 
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percent  limitation  as  to  each  State  or  all  of  the  Territories  shall  apply 
to  these  carryover  funds. 

In  the  earlier  stages  of  the  REA  program  these  limitations  and  for¬ 
mula  allotments  of  REA  loan  funds  doubtless  were  a  substantial  aid 
in  the  equitable  development  of  the  program.  During  the  early  years, 
when  the  number  of  unelectrified  farms  in  the  United  States  was 
great,  it  was  anticipated  that  there  might  be  a  demand  for  more 
REA  loan  funds  than  would  be  immediately  available.  The  purpose 
of  the  formulas  was  to  prevent  a  State  which  might  be  more  rapid  in 
its  development  than  other  States  from  obtaining  a  disproportionate 
share  of  REA  funds  and  thereby  possibly  depriving  REA  cooperatives 
in  other  States  of  the  funds  which  they  needed  and  were  ready  to  use. 

At  the  present  time,  however,  the  REA  reports  that  approximately 
95  percent  of  the  farms  in  the  United  States  are  receiving  electric  serv¬ 
ice.  This  does  not  mean  that  the  job  of  the  REA  is  ended.  On  the 
contrary,  the  need  of  improving,  ‘ ‘heavy ing  up,”  consolidating,  and 
strengthening  the  rural  electric  systems  in  order  to  serve  the  greater 
demands  of  modern  farm  operations  for  electric  current  is  provingf 
an  undertaking  fully  as  important,  and  frequently  as  expensive,  as 
the  establishment  of  the  rural  lines  in  the  first  place. 

This  development  means,  however,  an  entirely  different  emphasis 
in  the  requests  for  REA  loan  funds  than  was  the  case  several  years  ago. 
Whereas  the  majority  of  loan  requests  10  years  ago  came  from  areas 
where  there  were  a  large  number  of  unelectrified  farms  in  order  to 
build  the  distribution  lines  to  these  farms,  the  greatest  need  for  REA 
funds  now  is  from  the  areas  where  the  largest  proportion  of  farms  are 
receiving  electric  service.  The  larger  the  number  of  farms  receiving 
service,  the  greater  their  overall  demand  upon  the  transmitting 
facilities,  and  the  greater  the  need  for  improving  these  facilities  so 
as  to  enable  them  to  carry  the  heavy  load  of  current  required  by 
present-day  farm  and  farm-home  operations. 

Thus,  it  is  obvious  that  the  formulas  and  limitations  which  once 
abetted  the  REA  program  are  now  no  longer  needed  or  useful  in 
assuring  the  equitable  allotment  of  funds  and,  on  the  contrary,  may 
actually  serve  to  retard  the  program. 

Subsection  (c)  of  section  3  of  the  existing  law  requires  that  the 
REA  Administrator  shall  make  an  annual  determination  of  the 
number  of  farms  in  each  State  not  then  receiving  central  station 
electric  service.  The  bill  reported  herewith  (H.  R.  5376)  retains 
this  requirement.  The  bill,  H.  R.  2138,  on  which  a  favorable  report 
has  been  received  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  is  included 
in  this  report,  does  not  contain  this  retention  of  the  annual  survey 
but  is  the  same  in  all  other  respects. 

REA  officials  testified  at  the  hearing  that  the  cost  of  this  annual 
survey  of  unelectrified  farms  is  only  about  $3,000.  The  committee 
believes  that  the  report  serves  a  very  useful  purpose  and  should  be 
continued. 

The  REA  reported  at  the  hearing  that  it  has  started  a  new  type  of 
annual  survey  to  show  the  needs  of  the  existing  REA  systems  for 
improving  and  “heavying  up”  their  lines. 

Authority  for  this  type  of  survey  is  contained  in  another  section  of 
the  REA  Act  (sec.  2)  and  the  committee  considered  consolidating 
the  authority  for  that  type  of  survey  and  for  the  annual  report  on  the 
number  of  unelectrified  farms  in  each  State.  The  committee  feels 
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that  these  two  reports  should  be  issued  together  so  that  they  will 
present  a  rounded  picture  of  the  actual  current  need  for  additional 
REA  loan  funds  and  activity. 

On  the  assurance  of  the  REA  officials  at  the  hearing  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  that  agency  to  combine  these  two  reports  in  the 
future,  the  committee  has  not  taken  the  step  of  requiring  by  law  that 
the  reports  be  so  combined. 

DEPARTMENT  REPORT 

Following  is  the  report  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  H.  R. 
2138.  Because  it  is  almost  identical  with  the  bill  (H.  R.  5376) 
reported  herewith,  no  separate  report  on  the  latter  bill  was  requested. 

March  4,  1955. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  February  16,  1955,  for 
a  report  on  H.  R.  2138,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as 
amended.  The  bill  eliminates  provisions  governing  the  allotment  of  electrification 
loan  funds  among  the  several  States. 

We  favor  enactment  of  the  bill  and  urge  its  consideration  at  the  earliest  possible 
date.  The  1956  budget  recommends  a  $35  million  reserve  authorization  for  rural 
electrification  loans  which  would  be  available  “only  if  the  provisions  in  effect 
January  1,  1955,  of  the  allotment  formulas  set  forth  in  paragraphs  (c)  and  (d) 
of  section  3  of  said  (Rural  Electrification)  Act  are  not  repealed  by  a  law  enacted 
by  the  first  session,  Eighty-fourth  Congress”.  Enactment  of  H.  R.  2138  prior  to 
consideration  of  an  action  upon  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 
bill  for  fiscal  1956  would  eliminate  the  need  for  inclusion  of  the  $35  million  reserve 
loan  authorization  conditionally  recommended  in  the  budget. 

Subsections  (c)  (d)  and  (e)  of  section  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  as 
enacted  and  now  in  force  prescribe  a  formula  for  the  allotment  of  electrification 
loan  funds.  Fifty  percent  of  the  annual  amount  made  available  by  the  Congress 
must  be  allotted  for  loans  in  the  several  States  in  the  proportion  which  the  number 
of  their  unelectrified  farms  bears  to  the  total  number  of  unelectrified  farms  in  the 
United  States.  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  the  remaining  50  percent  and  of  any 
carried-over  funds  may  be  loaned  in  one  State  or  in  all  of  the  Territories. 

In  1936  when  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  was  enacted,  then  available  statistics 
showed  about  1  out  of  10  of  our  farms  receiving  central  station  electric  service. 
There  were  large  disparities  between  the  individual  States  in  respect  to  the  per¬ 
centage  of  farms  electrified,  ranging  from  0.9  percent  in  Mississippi  to  53.9 
percent  in  California.  The  allotment  formula  served  the  very  useful  purpose  of 
assuring  distribution  of  electrification  loan  funds  where  needed.  It  has  now 
outlived  its  usefulness.  As  of  June  30,  1954,  it  is  estimated  by  REA  that  92.3 
percent  of  the  Nation’s  farms  are  electrified.  Farm  electrification  in  31  States 
exceeds  the  national  average;  in  43  States  more  than  85  percent  of  the  farms  are 
electrified. 

The  need  for  electrification  loan  funds  can  no  longer  be  measured  accurately 
on  the  basis  of  unelectrified  farms.  The  only  sound  criteria  are  whether  the  loan 
is  needed  to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  the  act  and  whether  it  will  meet  statutory 
requirements.  It  is  increasingly  apparent  that  the  greatest  need  for  loans  will 
arise  w'here  improvements  must  be  made  in  svstems  built  during  the  early  days 
of  rural  electrification  and  where  new  or  additional  power  sources  must  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  meet  steadily  growing  demands  for  electricity  on  the  farm. 

Elimination  of  the  allotment  limitations  will  contribute  to  the  more  expeditious 
and  effective  conduct  of  the  rural  electrification  program  by  (a)  providing  flexi¬ 
bility  in  its  administration  and  making  loan  funds  available  for  lending  where 
and  as  needed  rather  than  as  prescribed  by  rigid  limitations  which  are  no  longer 
valid  for  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  established  and  (5)  reducing  annual 
requirements  for  loan  funds  which  because  of  the  existing  limitations  have  neces¬ 
sarily  been  in  excess  of  total  actual  loan  needs.  It  will  also  remove  the  necessity 
for  annual  surveys  of  unelectrified  farms  which  are  burdensome  and  now  needless. 

The  Congress  has  to  some  extent  already  been  apprised  of  the  need  for  reexam¬ 
ining  the  validity  of  these  statutory  limitations.  Suggestion  that  the  formula  be 
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changed  was  made  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  as  early  as  May  18,  i949,  during  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  provision  for  additional  contingent  electrification  loan  funds  in  the 
1950  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act.  The  1952  budget  recommended  elimination 
of  the  formula  and  the  1954  budget  proposed  a  modification  to  permit  freer  use  of 
the  additional  contingent  amounts  to  be  provided  for  that  year.  Amendments  to 
the  1954  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act  carrying  out  the  budget  proposal  were 
offered  from  the  floor  of  both  the  House  and  the  Senate.  Points  of  order  were  sus¬ 
tained  against  both  amendments  on  the  basis  of  their  being  legislation  in  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

We  have  already  forwarded  to  you  a  report  on  H.  It.  571  which  deals  with  the 
same  subject  matter  but  which  does  not  go  as  far  as  H.  R.  2138  in  the  elimination 
of  the  allotment  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act.  In  that  report,  we 
recommend  amendment  of  H.  R.  571  wThich  would  bring  it  substantially  in  con¬ 
formity  with  H.  R.  2138  and  with  similar  bills,  S.  153  and  S.  851,  both  pending 
before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  This  Department  has 
submitted  a  favorable  report  on  both  Senate  bills  and  has  urged  their  early  con¬ 
sideration  and  enactment. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

E.  L.  Peterson, 

Acting  Secretary.  ^ 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown  as  fol¬ 
lows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black  brackets ; 
new  matter  is  in  italics;  existing  law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed 
is  shown  in  roman) : 

Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  Amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  903) 

Sec.  3.  *  *  * 

******* 

(c)  [Fifty  per  centum  of  the  annual  sums  herein  made  available  or  appropri¬ 
ated  for  loans  for  rural  electrification  pursuant  to  sections  904  and  905  of  this  title 
shall  be  allotted  yearly  by  the  Administrator  for  loans  in  the  several  States  in  the 
proportion  which  tbe  number  of  their  farms  not  then  receiving  central  station 
electric  service  bears  to  the  total  number  of  farms  of  the  United  States  not  then 
receiving  such  service. 1  The  Administrator  shall  within  ninety  days  after  the 
beginning  of  each  fiscal  year,  determine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States 
the  number  of  farms  not  then  receiving  such  service. 

[(d)  The  remaining  50  per  centum  of  such  annual  sums  shall  be  available  for 
rural  electrification  loans  in  the  several  States  and  in  the  Territories,  without 
allotment  as  hereinabove  provided,  in  such  amounts  for  each  State  and  Territory 
as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Administrator,  may  be  effectively  employed  for  the 
purposes  of  this  chapter,  and  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  section  907  of  this 
title:  Provided,  however,  That  not  more  than  10  per  centum  of  said  unallotted 
annual  sums  may  be  employed  in  any  one  State,  or  in  all  of  the  Territories.] 

[(e)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made  available  for  the  purposes  of  this 
chapter  shall  not  be  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums 
are  made  available,  such  unexpended  or  unobligated  sums  shall  be  available  for 
loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the  following  year  or  years  without  allotment: 
Provided,  however,  That  not  more  than  10  per  centum  of  said  sums  for  rural  electri¬ 
fication  loans  may  be  employed  in  any  one  State  or  in  all  of  the  Territories.] 

(d)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  funds  made  available  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  shall 
not  be  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  made  available, 
such  unexpended  and  unobligated  funds  shall  be  available  for  loans  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  in  the  following  year  or  years. 

Sec.  4  (7  U.  S.  C.  904).  The  Administrator  is  authorized  and  empowered  from 
the  sums  hereinbefore  authorized,  to  make  loans  for  rural  electrification  to  persons, 
corporations,  States,  Territories,  and  subdivisions  and  agencies  thereof,  munici¬ 
palities,  peoples’  utility  districts  and  cooperative,  nonprofit,  or  limited-dividend 
associations,  organized  under  the  laws  of  any  State  or  Territory  of  the  United 


ELIMINATION  OF  LIMITATIONS  ON  REA  LOAN  FUNDS 


5 


States,  for  the  purpose  of  financing  the  construction  and  operation  of  generating 
plants,  electric  transmission  and  distribution  lines  or  systems  for  the  furnishing 
of  electric  energy  to  persons  in  rural  areas  who  are  not  receiving  central  station 
service,  and  loans,  from  funds  available  under  [the  provisions  of  section  903  (d) 
and  (e)  of  this  title  but  without  regard  to  the  10  per  centum  limitation  therein 
contained,]  section  3  to  cooperative  associations  and  municipalities  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  said  cooperative  associations  and  municipalities  to  the  extent 
that  such  indebtedness  was  incurred  with  respect  to  electric  transmission  and 
distribution  lines  or  systems  or  portions  thereof  serving  persons  in  rural  areas, 
to  discharge  or  refinance  long-term  debts  owed  by  them  to  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  on  account  of  loans  made  or  credit  extended  under  the  terms  of  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority  Act  of  1933,  as  amended:  Provided,  That  the  Admin¬ 
istrator,  in  making  such  loans,  shall  give  preference  to  States,  Territories,  and 
subdivisions  and  agencies  thereof,  municipalities,  peoples’  utility  districts,  and 
cooperative,  nonprofit,  or  limited-dividend  associations,  the  projects  of  which 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  this  chapter.  Such  loans  shall  be  on  such 
terms  and  conditions  relating  to  the  expenditure  of  the  moneys  loaned  and  the 
security  therefor  as  the  Administrator  shall  determine  and  may  be  made  payable 
in  whole  or  in  part  out  of  the  income:  Provided  further,  That  all  such  loans  shall 
be  self-liquidating  within  a  period  of  not  to  exceed  thirty-five  years,  and  shall 
bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  2  per  centum  per  annum;  interest  rates  on  the  unma¬ 
tured  and  unpaid  balance  of  any  loans  made  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to 
September  21,  1944,  shall  be  adjusted  to  2  per  centum  per  annum,  and  the  maturity 
date  of  any  such  loans  may  be  readjusted  to  occur  at  a  date  not  beyond  thirty-five 
years  from  the  date  of  such  loan:  And  provided  further,  That  no  loan  for  the 
construction,  operation,  or  enlargement  of  any  generating  plant  shall  be  made 
unless  the  consent  of  the  State  authority  having  jurisdiction  in  the  premises  is 
first  obtained.  Loans  under  this  section  and  section  905  of  this  title  shall  not  be 
made  unless  the  Administrator  finds  and  certifies  that  in  his  judgment  the  security 
therefor  is  reasonably  adequate  and  such  loan  will  be  repaid  within  the  time 
agreed. 
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A  BILL 

To  amend  tlie  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled. 

3  That  (a)  section  3  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936, 

4  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  0.  903),  is  amended  by  striking  out 

5  subsections  (c),  (d),and  (e)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  the  following : 

7  “(c)  The  Administrator  shall,  within  ninety  days  after 

8  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year,  determine  for  each  State 

9  and  for  the  United  States  the  number  of  farms  not  then 

10  receiving  central  station  electric  service. 

11  “(d)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  funds  made  available 
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for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  shall  not  be  loaned  or  obligated 
during  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  made  avail¬ 
able,  such  unexpended  and  unobligated  funds  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the  following  year 
or  years.” 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of  such  Act  is  redesig¬ 
nated  as  section  (e) .  ^ 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  0.  904),  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “the  provisions  of  section  3  (d)  and  3  (e),  but 
without  regard  to  the  10  per  centum  limitation  therein  con¬ 
tained”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Section  3”, 
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OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  OEPARTMSOT  0~  AGRICULTURE 


i'ICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(f\r  Department  Staff  Only) 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debat) 
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bill  to  repeal  A CP  tie-in  with  acreage  allotments  (pp 


SENATE 


1»  SOIL  CONSERVATION;  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS'©  Rdgan  debate  on  H.  R.  1573/  to  repeal 
the  provisions  prohibiting  ACP  paW eats'  to  persons  who  do  not  adhere  to  acreage 
allotments  on  basic  crops  (pp0  534^/^347-64,  5372-4) c 

2«  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  d^epo^ted  with  amendment  Sc  1048,  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  by  authorizing  appropriations  for  continu¬ 
ing  the  construction  of  highways  (S,  Reptt.350)  (p.  5322).©  Sens,  Johnson,  Case 
(S,  Dak,) ,  Thye,  and  others  ,di/cussed  the  provisions  of  the  committee  bill,  and 
Sen,  Johnson  stated  he  intended  to  schedule  ujje  bill  for  consideration  either 
May  20  or  May  23  (pp*  5539/2 )« 

3»  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION.  A«4iho»aj'0 od  th-O"  otoruoffiont  0  fey  Swaft-bo-po  on 

■p'i,inAie^-<i0  Or  Dm>  '(u*  '55fl'3'K 

Discussed  and,  at  the  request  of  Sen®  Ervin,  passed  over  So  153/  to  amend 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act  so  as  to  eliminate  the  requirement  that  not  more 
than  10^'  of  the  loans  may  be  made  in  any  one  St  ate »  Majority  Leader  Johnson 
announced  that  this  bill  will  be  considered  on  Tuesday  "if  an  agreement  can  be 
worked  out  ever  the  week-end."  (p.  5339) ° 

4.  PRICE  SUPPORTS;  COFFEE;  STATEHCODo  Received  an  Ala.  LegiSlaturX  resolution 
favorinm/9-0  percept  price  supports  f,or,, basic  commodities;  and  Hawaii  Legisla¬ 
ture  resolutions  recommending  the  inclusion  of  coffee  under  the  parity  payment 
program  and  requesting  legislation  to  provide  statehood  for  Hawaii  \pp»  53l8~9) 

5*  WATJZR  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Sohoeppel  inserted  a  city  of  Lawrence,  Kans Nr e solu¬ 
tion  requesting  Congress  to  take  the  necessary  action  to  "assure  the  continu¬ 
ance  of  surveys  arfl  planning  and  the  construction  of  projects  as  recommenced 
and  authorized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service."  (p.  5320)® 
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'■*  l  |i 

/,  ?.  V/;' 

[RY  PRODUCTS;  FAMILY-SIZE  FARM-, PRICE  SUPPORTS;  RURAL  TELEPHONES .  Sen.,  Langur 
inserted  a  series  of  Farmers  Union  Central  Exchange,  Inc9,  resolutions  requeet- 
dairy  products  be  included  as  a  basic  commodity,  supporting  the  hRsio 
cridciples  of  family-size  farm  legislation,  requesting  the  return  to  90  percent 
price\supports  for  basic  commodities,  and  favoring  expansion  of  the  rur/Q  tele¬ 
phone  urogram  (pp.  5321-2) „  r 

7*  WOOL.  oen>y Morse  inserted  several  telegrams  from  his  constituents  opDCSing  any 

^ ^le  W°°l  which  would  in  T,any  way  jeopardize  cooperatives , fl 
and  he  and  Shn.  Anderson  discussed  this  subject  (p.  5366), 

FARM  HOUSING  LOA^Se  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  subcommittee^ ordered  reported 
P  (,e  ^  oommxttee,  without  amendment,  H.  R.  5106,  to  around  the  Servicemen's 
e  jus  en  Act  s>.  as  to  authorize  loans  for  farm  housing'' to  be  guaranteed  cr 
(p  URi4l3),n^er  S  ^erms  conditions  as  apply  to  ^Residential  housing 

9*  -^P^OURNED  until  Tues,,  mW  17  (p.  5374),  when  it  wi  llR^continue  debate  on  He  R„ 
o  R'  0  I*ePea  RCP  ti©-j\  with  acreage  allotments^  probably  to  be  followed  by 
155 '  to  ******  REA  landing  formula  (p.  Pi+:  ‘  ^ 

HOUSE 

LAUDS*  An  Interior  ard  Insular  Affairs  subcommittee  approved  for  reporting  to 
u  comm  ee  H.  R„  1844,  as 'toend  ed/co  amend  acts  authorizing  agricul- 
ura  en  nes  under  the  nonmineral  l^and /laws-  of  certain  mineral  lands  in  order 
,  ^or*®aSQ  Q  limitation  with  respecVto  desert  entries  made  under  such  act; 

Ki  \  .  *  ^  0  reD®al  laws  authorising  sale  of  public  lands  which  are  valu¬ 

able  chiefly  for  timber  and  st«ne  (j4  5^3-1*). 


INTRODUCED 

U*  T^erfAAIf‘  S*  1?6°J  hy  Schoeppel,  amend  part  III  of  the  Interstate 

,  c  ,  so  as  to  authorize  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  revoke, 

ti ons *  ^  ^U^pen^  ™ater-°8nrier  certificates  an\. permits  under  certain  oondi- 
q  T  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  (n.  5323), 

fjty.  y  i  7  Seru  B^°Rer,  to  amend  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  to  provide 

ba document/ evidencing  the  lease,  mortgXe,  conditional  sale,  or 
a  t  .  T  "  mo  °f  weh/cles  sold  to  or  owned  by  certai^ carriers  subject  to  such 
act,  to  Interstate  a£d  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  (p.  5^23). 

FLOOD  CONTROL.  3^  *963,  by  Sen,  Chavez,  to  provide  for  thL operation  and  main- 
C^ttee  (;:^3)  '°0ntrO1  Dr°jeCtS  by  l0Cal  intere^  to  Works 

13*  “•  196?>  ty  Sen*  Langer'  to  amend  the  Federal  cWp  Insurance 

'  '  agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (p,  5323) 

li+*  ^Law*  6^0of  ^t  l" 1  I  oS*  1980>  by  Sen*  AnderSon >  to  “*e»d  section  70e\f  Public 

Law  6^0  of  the  83<i  Congress,  2d  session  (the  Agriculture  Act  of  1954 )\  to 

Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (p,  5323).  Remarks  of  author  (p.  5^2). 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

15/lAHDS.  Sen,  Thurmond  inserts*  a  Columbia  State  editorial  stating  that  sherfaSdi. 

s- c-  r  1,00’n00  —  of  °°astai  pLiBs  «»*  «£ 
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ie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the'toill?  _ 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Let  the  bill  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 


JOSENPEREZ  GOMEZ 

The  bill  (S.  89^)  for  the  relief  of  Jose 
Perez  Gomez  was  considered,  ordered  to 
be  engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passe^,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  Thatsthe  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  is  authorized  and  directed  to  discontinue 
and  deportation  proceedingsvand  to  cancel 
any  outstanding  order  and  wan^ant  of  depor¬ 
tation,  warrant  of  arrest,  and  r^ond,  which 
may  have  been  issued  in  the  caee  of  Jose 
Perez  Gomez.  From  and  after  thW  date  of 
enactment  of  this  act,  the  said  Jose  Perez 
Gomez  shall  not  again  be  subject  to 'depor¬ 
tation  by  reason  of  the  same  facts  tujchi 
which  such  deportation  proceedings  w^re 
commenced  or  any  such  warrants  and  ore 
have  issued. 


AMENDMENT  OF  RURAL  ELECTRI¬ 
FICATION  ACT  OF  1936— BILL 

PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  153)  to  amend  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Let  the  bill  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  in  connection  with  Senate  bill  153, 
Calendar  217,  let  me  say  that  it  is  my 
understanding  that  when  this  bill  was 
discussed  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
earlier  in  the  week,  announcement  was 
made  that  certain  Senators  were  prepar¬ 
ing  amendments  to  the  bill.  I  further 
understand  that  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey], 
who  reported  the  bill,  is  conferring  with 
the  Senators  who  are  preparing  the 
amendments:  and  it  is  hoped  that  agree¬ 
ment  will  be  reached. 

I  wish  to  have  the  bill  called  before 
the  Senate  at  the  earliest  possible  date ; 
and  if  an  agreement  can  be  worked  out 
over  the  weekend,  we  shall  take  up  the 
bill  on  Tuesday,  when  we  meet  again. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  having  been  made  to  its  present 
consideration,  the  bill  has  been  passed 
over. 


Mr.  BARRETT.  Let  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (S.  300)  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  the 
Fryingpan-Arkansas  project,  Colorado, 
was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Let  the  bill  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (S.  256)  to  eliminate  cumula¬ 
tive  voting  of  shares  of  stock  in  the  elec¬ 
tion  of  directors  of  national  banking 
associations  unless  provided  for  in  the 
articles  of  association,  was  announced  as 
next  in  order. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Let  the  bill 
go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 


BILLS  AND  JOINT 
PASSED 

The  bill  (H.  R. 

348  of  the  Agriculti 
of  1938  was  annoui 


OLUTION 
R 

repeal  section 
Adjustment  Act 
as  next  in  order. 


OFFICER.  Is  there 
resent  consideration  of 


The  PRESIDII 
objection  to  th^ 
the  bill? 

Mr.  ERVD^  Let  the  bill  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

lint  resolution  (S.  J.  Res.  8)  to 
amernl  the  Constitution  to  authorize 
governors  to  fill  temporary  vacancies  in 
Congress  caused  by  a  disaster  was 
Enounced  as  next  in  order. 


EXERCISE  OF  RIGHTS  OF  CERTAIN 
HOLDERS  OF  MORTGAGE-PUR¬ 
CHASE  CONTRACTS 

e  bill  (S.  1645)  to  permit  certaji 
holders  of  mortgage-purchase  contracts 
with  Che  Federal  National  Mortgage^ As¬ 
sociation  to  exercise  their  rights /under 
such  compacts  for  additional  periods  of 
not  to  exceed  90  days,  was  announced 
as  next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  th\present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  V  Tp&as.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  at  the  request'oy  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  fronyffndiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart],  I  wish  to  submit,  a  statement  by 
the  distinguished/Senatok  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkman./ on  Senate  bill  1645.  I 
am  authorized^ to  say  that Vhe  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  CapehartU  joins  in 
the  statement  and  in  approving,  the  bill. 

I  shoulpr  like  to  read  the  statement,  as 
follows- 

State m£nt  by  Senator  Sparkman  on  S\J645 

Tlyr  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  relieve  hi 
shig^xperienced  by  home  builders  who  ha’ 
preceded  in  good  faith,  but  who  have  been) 
able  to  consummate  FHA  or  VA  mort- 
ages  in  time  to  deliver  those  mortgages  to 
the  FNMA  before  certain  contracts  with  the 
FNMA  expired. 

Everyone  agrees  as  to  the  legitimacy  of 
these  hardships,  but  it  is  most  difficult  to 
determine  the  degree  of  hardship  on  a  case- 
by-case  basis.  Consequently,  this  bill  sets 
up  an  arbitrary  standard  for  identifying  the 
cases  which  have  been  pursued  without 
f  negligence,  and  it  enables  the  FNMA  to  look 
*  favorably  upon  other  legitimate  hardship 
cases  which  may  fail  to  meet  this  arbitrary 
standard. 

I  cannot  guarantee  that  the  standard  will 
not  help  some  person  who  has  proceeded 
without  diligence.  But  I  believe  this  bill 
represents  the  most  reasonable  solution  to  a 
difficult  problem. 

Mr.  President,  I  repeat  that  the  state¬ 
ment  I  have  just  read  is  one  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  and 
is  concurred  in  by  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart] • 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  Senate  bill  1645? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  1645) 


to  permit  certain  holders  of  mortgage 
purchase  contracts  with  the  FederaLNa- 
tional  Mortgage  Association  to  exercise 
their  rights  under  such  contracts ior  ad¬ 
ditional  periods  of  not  to  exceed/90  days, 
which  had  been  reported  from/the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Cinrency  with 
amendments,  on  page  1,  line  6,  after  the 
word  “a”,  to  strike  out  “reasonable”;  in 
the  same  line,  after  the  Word  “period”,  to 
strike  out  “(not  to  exceed  ninety  days), 
in  addition  to  the  tinrfe  provided  in  such 
contract”  and  insenr  “of  six  months  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act”;  on 
page  2,  line  1,  after  the  word  “such”,  to 
strike  out  “time”  and  insert  “contract”; 
in  line  7,  after  the  word  “any”,  to  strike 
out  “unreasonable  neglect”  and  insert 
“negligence”;  after  line  8,  to  insert: 

Sec.  2.  An  application  shall  be  considered 
as  timely  if  it  is  forwarded  to  the  Association 
not  lajier  than  30  days  after  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  this  act. 

(fter  line  11,  to  insert: 

'Sec.  3.  A  statement  by  the  holder  of  the 
/purchase  contract  which  identifies  the  prop¬ 
erties  to  secure  the  mortgages  to  be  sold  un¬ 
der  the  contract  and  which  properties  are  the 
subjects  of  Federal  Housing  Administration 
insurance  commitments  or  Veterans'  Admin- 
tration  certificates  of  reasonable  value  dated 
prior  to  March  1,  1955,  shall  be  sufficient  to 
determine  the  absence  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  such  holder. 

And  after  line  19,  to  insert: 

Sec.  4.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  permit  the  sale  of  mortgages  to  the 
Association  by  the  holder  of  any  mortgage 
purchase  contract  in  a  total  principal 
amount  which  exceeds  the  amount  specified 
in  such  contract. 

So  as  to  make  the  bill  read : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Federal  Na¬ 
tional  Mortgage  Association  shall  grant  to 
any  holder  of  a  mortgage  purchase  contract, 
entered  into  with  the  Association  between 
June  30,  1953,  and  July  1,  1954,  a  period  of 
6  months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  act  and  without  regard  to  whether  such 
contract  has  expired,  in  which  such  holder 
may  exercise  his  right  under  such  contract  to 
sell  to  the  Association  mortgages  held  by 
him,  if  the  Association  shall  determine,  upon 
the  basis  of  a  timely  application  filed  with  it 
py  such  holder,  that  the  failure  of  such  hold- 
to  fully  exercise  his  right  under  such 
contract  within  the  time  allowed  was  not  due 
to  any  negligence  on  his  part. 

Sec\2.  An  application  shall  be  considered 
as  timely  if  it  is  forwarded  to  the  Associa¬ 
tion  not  later  than  30  days  after  the  date  of 
enactmentVpf  this  act. 

Sec.  3.  A  statement  by  the  holder  of  the 
purchase  contact  which  identifies  the 
properties  to  secure  the  mortgages  to  be 
sold  under  the  contract  and  which  proper¬ 
ties  are  the  subjects  of  Federal  Housing  Ad¬ 
ministration  insurance  commitments  or  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration\ertificates  of  reason¬ 
able  value  dated  prior  toyMarch  1,  1955.  shall 
be  sufficient  to  determine  the  absence  of 
negligence  on  the  part  of  sufch  holder. 

Sec.  4.  Nothing  in  this  actkshall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  permit  the  sale  of  inort gages  to 
the  Association  by  the  holder  cA,any  mort¬ 
gage  purchase  contract  in  a  tota\jjrincipal 
amount  which  exceeds  the  amount\pecified 
in  such  contract. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to\ 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 
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The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“A  Bill  to  provide  for  extension  of  mort- 
gageVurchase  contracts  of  the  Federal 
National  Mortgage  Association.” 


SELF-GOVERNMENT  FOR  THE  DIS¬ 
TRICT  V)F  COLUMBIA  —  BILL 

PASSED  <T 

The  bill  (S.  6&fl)  to  provide  an  elected 
mayor,  city  council,  school  board,  and 
nonvoting  delegate'^  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  for  other  purposes,  was  announced 
as  next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFf^ER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Let  the  bill  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICERS.  Objec¬ 
tion  being  heard,  the  bill  will  be^assed 
over. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wonder 
whether  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  \frill 
withhold  his  objection  until  I  am  abl 
to  make  a  brief  statement. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Certainly. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  quite  frankly  that  I  think  the  bill  is 
of  such  great  importance  that  it  ought 
to  be  brought  up  by  motion,  rather  than 
during  the  call  of  the  calendar;  and  I 
sincerely  hope  that  at  an  early  date  such 
a  motion  will  be  made  and  that  the  bill 
may  then  be  discussed  and  passed  by  the 
Senate. 

However,  for  the  Record,  I  now  wish  to 
make  a  very  brief  statement  regarding 
the  bill. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  provide  the 
residents  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
with  a  popularly  elected  mayor;  popu¬ 
larly  elected  city  council;  popularly 
elected  school  board;  and  popularly 
elected  nonvoting  Delegate  to  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

The  objectives  underlying  the  bill  are, 
first,  to  relieve  the  Congress  of  the  detail 
of  District  affairs,  as  has  been  done  in 
the  case  of  the  Territories,  while  still 
retaining  in  Congress  the  control  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Constitution;  second,  to 
create  a  representative  local  government 
for  the  District,  chosen  by  the  qualified, 
electors;  and,  third,  to  provide  an  ei 
cient  and  economical  government  for  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

Provision  is  made  for  the  creatt6n  of 
a  Board  of  Elections,  consisting/of  five 
members  appointed  by  the  President,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate,  which  Board  will yconduct  all 
elections  provided  for  in  t/e  bill.  Such 
elected  officials  would  be/a  mayor;  Dis¬ 
trict  Council,  composes*  of  9  members; 
a  Board  of  Education,  consisting  of  9 
members;  and  a  nonvoting  Delegate  to 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  first  provision  of  the  bill  to  become 
effective  would/ne  a  referendum  on  the 
proposed  chaurer.  If  a  majority  of  those 
voting  approve  the  charter,  it  would  take 
effect  next^ear;  and  in  October,  the  offi¬ 
cials  would  be  elected  to  take  office  in 
January  1957.  The  mayor  and  council 
would/ take  over  the  functions  of  the 
presiftit  Board  of  Commissioners,  which 
would  be  abolished. 

The  basic  features  of  this  bill  are  sub¬ 
stantially  the  same  as  those  of  Senate 


bill  2413,  83d  Congress,  reported  to  Sen¬ 
ate;  and  those  of  Senate  bill  1976,  82d 
Congress,  which  passed  the  Senate  on 
January  22,  1951. 

On  April  27,  1955,  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia  was  unanimous 
in  ordering  Senate  bill  669  reported  to 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  in  closing,  let  me  say 
most  respectfully  and  very  sincerely  that 
I  believe  the  Senate  should  give  early 
consideration  to  the  bill,  and  that  the 
people  of  the  District  of  Columbia  should 
not  be  used  any  further  as  a  congres¬ 
sional  football. 

The  people  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
are  entitled  to  full  American  citizenship. 
Today  they  are  not  receiving  it;  and,  in 
that  sense,  they  are  second-class  citizens. 
The  reason  why  they  are  second-class 
citizens,  Mr.  President,  is  that  the  Con¬ 
gress,  in  carrying  out  what  I  believe  to 
be  its  clear  duty,  has  consistently,  over 
the  years,  evaded  dealing  with  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  giving  to  the  people  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  the  precious  American* 
franchise  right  of  home  rule. 

.Certainly  the  time  has  come  to  call  ay 
halt  to  the  delays  in  the  matter  of  r< 
speeding  the  full  citizenship  rights  of  tfie 
people  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Mr.  'President,  my  statement  /  not 
meant  ak  any  reflection  at  all  upon  the 
Senator  who  objected  to  presern  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill,  for  I  believe  that  ob¬ 
jection  should  be  made  to  its  considera¬ 
tion  during  tlik  call  of  the  Unanimous- 
Consent  Calendar.  Ins/ead,  I  believe 
the  bill  should  a  nan  early  date  be  made 
the  business  of  tnKjSenate,  that  there 
should  be  full  debata,  on  it,  and  that  it 
should  be  passedyso  that  the  American 
rights  of  the  people  orvthe  District  of 
Columbia,  as  i' think  those  rights  were 
fully  contemplated  and  intended  by  the 
constitutional  fathers,  will  b\restored  to 
them. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Presidlmt,  my 
sole  objection  to  the  consideration^  the 
bill  is  that  I  do  not  think  it  is  \  bill 
which  should  be  considered  on  the\all 
o y  the  calendar.  Personally,  I  am 
favor  of  the  bill,  but  I  believe  it  shouli 
rbe  brought  up  and  considered  by  itself, 
on  a  day  certain. 


REGULATION  OF  PUBLIC  UTILITIES 

IN  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA— 

BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  184)  to  make  certain 
changes  in  the  regulation  of  public  utili¬ 
ties  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  for 
other  purposes,  was  announced  as  next 
in  order. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  make  a  brief  comment  on  Senate 
bill  184. 

My  colleague  [Mr.  Beall],  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  which  had  charge 
of  Senate  bill  184  in  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia,  was  unavoid¬ 
ably  detained,  so  that  he  could  not  be 
present  when  the  bill  was  called.  I  know 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  would  like 
to  have  me  invite  the  attention  of  the 


Senate  to  what  is  considered  to  be  a  very 
important  bill. 

Here,  too,  we  have  a  bill  which  cor 
to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  with  the  ur 
imous  vote  of  the  District  of 
Committee.  It  is  very  important  that 
we  clarify  certain  matters  whijm  affect 
the  Public  Utilities  Commission  of  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

This  happens  to  be  a  bpl  introduced 
by  the  present  Presiding/Officer  of  the 
Senate,  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Payne]  .  It  is  a  very  sound  bill.  It  might 
be  looked  upon  as/ dealing  with  one 
of  the  chore  duties  of  the  Congress. 
That  is  just  aboufr  what  it  is.  In  respect 
to  this  bill,  we  ape  really  sitting  as  aider- 
men,  as  memM-s  of  a  city  council.  That 
is  the  kind/ of  duty  and  jurisdiction 
which  ougpt  to  be  taken  from  the  Con¬ 
gress,  by/ts  own  act,  by  the  passage  of 
the  horpe  rule  bill  to  which  I  have  pre¬ 
viously  referred,  namely,  Senate  bill  669, 
Calendar  No.  256. 

Congress  is  acting  as  a  sort  of 
l'per  city  council.  As  such  we  cannot 
justify  constantly  postponing  action  on 
municipal  problems.  Tire  people  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  are  entitled  to  a 
governmental  organization  which  will 
give  them  efficient  administration.  Let 
me  say  very  frankly  that  they  do  not 
now  get  efficient  administration  from  the 
Congress.  They  are  accorded  exactly 
the  type  of  treatment  which  they  are 
receiving  at  the  present  time  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  bill. 

It  is  easy,  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
to  postpone  action  upon  measures  af¬ 
fecting  municipal  problems  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia.  We  do  not  consider 
them  of  great  national  importance,  or 
as  great  national  issues.  However,  they 
are  of  national  importance.  It  is  impor¬ 
tant  that  we,  the  Congress,  the  city 
council  of  the  District  of  Columbia — 
which  we  really  are — give  the  people  of 
the  District  efficient  municipal  adminis¬ 
tration,  so  long  as  we  retain  unto  our¬ 
selves  control  over  the  municipality  of 
the  District  of  Columbia.  We  should  not 
be  postponing  action  on  such  bills  as  this. 

The  District  of  Columbia  Committee 
Jias  done  a  great  deal  of  hard  work  on 
le  bill,  under  the  able  leadership  of  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
BeaNj.  The  bill  is  ready  for  action. 
The  average  Senator — and  let  us  be 
frank  about  this — is  too  busy  to  take  the 
time  to  study  District  of  Columbia  mu¬ 
nicipal  legislative  problems,  so  it  is  much 
easier  to  pass  the  buck  by  way  of  delay. 

Let  me  say  lnost  respectfully  that  the 
Senate  has  eveW  reason  to  have  com¬ 
plete  confidence  na  its  Committee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia.  I  have  sat  with 
other  members  of  tnfet  committee,  and  I 
have  observed  them  during  the  course  of 
many  hours  of  hearings^  They  are  tak¬ 
ing  their  work  very  seriously  as  aider- 
men  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

I  think  we  have  fallen  into^a  bad  prac¬ 
tice  in  the  Senate  when  a  ^District  of 
Columbia  bill  comes  before  us^)f  post¬ 
poning  consideration  of  the  biN  I  do 
not  ask  for  action  as  a  matter  of  fonnal- 
ity.  I  want  Senators  to  check  intNthe 
work  of  the  Committee  on  the  DistXct 
of  Columbia.  But  it  is  rather  dishearter 


t; 


OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURJ 


i'ICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
Department  Staff  Only) 

AGP «  •  •  •  o.c*»«»»»9«*.»all 

Acreage  allotment  3 ..... ,11 

Adjournment* .  » ...  0 .... . .22 

Agricultural^ 

appropriation.  , » . . . • . .  .1 
Animal  disease lb*. .  t  . ,  t 0  ,5 
Appropriations , ,  . .  .1,16 
Boundary  fence. «,21 
''Budget . .  \ . .  15 


Issued 
For  actions  of 


CONTENTS 


Fay  18,  19; 
May  17,  W55 
84t  h-lst ,  Ao  •  81 


Extension 'sa>kk»  ••••«  0  ••  <,31  Relief,  domestic  . ..  »5 

Food  supply. .27,33  Reserve  forces »v. ....... *3 

Foreign  aid.,,.... . ,26  Roads 0 ..... .20^21, 22,37, hi 


For  est  ry  o.,».9.,o»o,.2l ,  i.j.0 

Grain  storage . . .  • .  ,iq6 

Lands ....... ........... ,13 

transfer . . *Qfk3 

Legislative  program. ... 022 


Loans,  farm 


_  JcC. . Mining. 


c  0  e  o  *  •  © 


.....2,6 

•UU 


Dairy  industry, ...  .. 
Education. . . ........ . -9,1 

Electrification 

. .....12,22,2^,35,41 

Expenditures ......... ,  c  ,l6 


Soil  conservation. ..... ,11 

Sugar  quotas .........  lL|.,  36 

Surplus  o/^mmodities . . . .  .33 

Surplus/prcperty. « . . ,15,82 
Tobaoqd,  ,*«•**...  o.'j.o.o  alj. 

Trad0\  . . .  .28 

Transportation. »37 
Travel  expense. ... .7, 15>U2 


Organization. ....... .10, 19 

Personnel. ,  .23,39, U5  /Uniform  allowances ....  .ilf.5 

’oultry . ...............  ®3y  Veterans  benefits ....... .6 

I^ce  supports  « » .  s  17 ,30,3^  Water  research. ..... .21,25 

Reclamation. ..... .21,29^35 

HIGHLIGHTS;  Both  Houses  agreed  tfc  conference  report  on  agricultural  appropriation 
bill.  Ready  for  President.  SenatVpassed  bill/ro  repeal  ACP  tie-in  with  acreage 
allotments o  Ready  for  President,  Senate  debated  bill  to  repeal  REA  State  formula. 
Senate  ocmmittee  reported  bill  Uo  *incrcaae  p^r-diem  allowances.  Senate  oommittee 
ordered  reported  bills  for  Mexioan  fenoVapd  for  salt-water  research.  Sen.  Humphrey 
introduced  and  disoussed  bill  to  provide  price  supports  for  family-size  farms. 
House  passed  bill  to  authorize  land  banks  tto  purchase  FFMC  assets.  Ready  for  Presi¬ 
dent.  House  oommittee  reported  measure  for  DSDA  study  of  tobacco  controls.  House 
debated  reserve  manpower  bill.  Hous/j  subcommittee  voted  for  bill  to  increase  per- 
diem  allowances. 

HOUSE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION^BILL,  1956.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference 

report  on  this  bill,  HyR.  5239.  The  House  concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment 
which  had  been  reported  in  disagreement,  to  provide  for  part  of  the  CCC 
administrative-expen*4e  limitation  to  be  placed  in  resefcye.  (pp.  5489  ,  5458-74) 
This  bill  will  novybe  sent  to  the  President. 

2.  FARM  .LOANS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  941,  to  authorize  t^e  Federal  land  banks 

to  purchase  certain  remaining  assets  of  the  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 
(pp.  5501,  5^19).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President^, 

3.  RESERVE  FORCES.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  5297,  to  provide  for  strengthening  of  the 

Reserve/Forces  (pp.  5519-45). 

4.  TOBAQjZu,  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  J«  Resv  60, 
directing  this  Department  to  study  and  report  to  Congress  on  methods  of  barley 

4bacco  marketing  controls  (H.  Rept.  596) (p.  5549) 

5/ANIMAL  DISEASE.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1133,  authorizing  payment  for  losses 
incurred  in  Iowa  in  July  1954  on  account  of  vesicular  exanthema,  which  could  not 


bdvpaid  because  of  a  technicality  (p,  5505) »  A  companion  bill,  H,  R.  4576,  Ws 
reported  without  amendment  earlier  in  the  day  (H.  Rept.  598).  S.  1133  will /now 
be  sent  to  the  President. 

6.  FARM  LOAte.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration/bf  H.  R, 

5715,  to  ^extend  the  authority  for  the  Veterans?  Administration  to  make /direct 
loans  and  to  require  VA  to  make  additional  types  of  loans  (p.  5505 )., 

7.  TRAVEL  EXPENSE'.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states;  "The  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and 

Legislative  Reorganization  approved  for  reporting  to  the  full  committee  a  clean 
bill  (H.  R.  6295s),  to  provide  for  an  increase  in  maximum  per  diem  allowance  — 
from  59  to  513  -A. for  subsistence  and  travel  expenses.  The  bill  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  ful\  committee .. .tomorrow."  (p.  D428.) 

8.  LAND  TRANSFER.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  2973,  to 

release  reversionary  rights  to  a  former  FHA  tract  in  FacJon  County,  Ga.,  to  the 
Ga.  Board  of  Education  OH.  Rept.  597) (p.  5549) « 

9.  EDUCATION.  Passed  as  repor\ed  H.  R.  603,  to  authorise  additional  land  grants  to 
the  University  of  Alaska  (p\5497). 

10.  ORGANIZATION.  Received  from  the  President  an  amendment  to  the  1956  Budget  for 
the  President's  Advisory  Committee  on  Goverqjifent  Organization  (H.  Doc.  164); 
to  Appropriations  Committee  (p.  5(548). 

SNA! 


11.  SOIL  CONSERVATION;  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  J^Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  1573 >  to 
repeal  the  provisions  prohibiting  AGP  payments  to  persons  who  do  not  adhere  to 
acreage  allotments  on  basic  crops  /pp.  5453-74) »  Rejected,  35  to  49#  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  by  Sen^  Holland  (for  himself  and  Sens. 
Aiken,  Anderson,  and  catkins ) ,  vmich  would \ave  modified  Sec.  348  but  would 
not  have  repealed  it  (o.  5474K  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

Sen.  Carlson  inserted  a/  city  of  Kansas  City,  Kans.,  resolution  favoring 
the  continuance  of  surveysyandolanning  for  the  \onservation  of  soil  and  water 
in  Kans.  (pp.  5420-1). 

Sen.  Watkins  commended  the  interest  of  young \eoole  in  conservation  devs 
opment  and  inserted  an/article  written  by  the  Secretary  at  the  request  of  the 
young  people  of  Milfqrd  Elementary  School,  "Youth's  s@.rt  in  Conservation" 

(pp.  5446-7 )• 


120  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION.  Began  debate  on  S.  153 »  bo  amend  the  Rural  .Electrifica¬ 
tion  Act  so  as  to  eliminate  the  requirement  that  not  more  than  10$  of  the  loan? 
may  be  made  in  any  one  State.  Pending  is  a  Humphrey  amendment  (in  the  nature  , 
of  a  substitute)  to  modify  the  present  formula  but  not  repeal  it  (pp.  5479-84) « 

Sen.  Kefauver  urged  immediate  release  of  the  Hoover  Commission  Task  Force 

report  orypublic  power  and  water  resources  and  inserted  a  St.  Louis  Post  Dis¬ 
patch  oydthis  subject  (pp.  5445**6) .  \ 

13 •  LANDSy  Both  Houses  received  from  the  Interior  Department  a  proposed  >bill  "to 
facilitate  the  administration  of  the  public  lands";  to  Interior  and  Tpsular 
*  Af/airs  Committees  (pp.  5417*  5548)*  \ 


14.  iUJGAR  QUOTAS.  Received  an  Hawaiian  Legislature  resolution  urging  immediav 
/  domestic  sugar  quota  increases  (o.  5418). 
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Pe  are  paying  now,  somehow,  for  our 
failVe  to  keep  pace  with  the  problem.  What 
can  Be  more  irresponsible  than  a  refusal  to 
come  to  grips  with  it?  Can  an  investment 
that  would  cut  down  the  cost  of  accidents 
and  inefficiency  by  billions  of  dollars  be 
called  inflationary?  Senators  will  have  a 
hard  time  doping  with  those  questions. 

[From  tng  Miami  (Fla.)  Herald  of 
bruary  24,  1955] 

Financing  Is  the  Hurdle 
The  President’s ’Ul-year,  $101  billion  high¬ 
way  program  met  t\e  expected  reception  on 
Capitol  Hill. 

There  was  accord  wl$h  the  administration 
on  the  need  for  a  longkange,  well  planned, 
cohesive  and  integrated  nationwide  -  road 
program  for  the  defense  needs  of  the  atomic 
age  and  to  gear  highway  taansportation  to 
the  national  motor-car  economy. 

There  was,  however,  opposition — which 
crossed  party  lines — to  the  President’s  plan 
of  financing  his  recommendations. 

The  road  building  message  wakscheduled 
to  go  to  Congress  on  January  27.  o\  January 
11,  the  report  of  the  President’s  Vdvisory 
Committee  on  a  National  Highway  Program 
was  made  public.  It  immediately  provoked 
opposition  because  of  its  financing  methods. 
The  President  wisely  delayed  sending  upNhls 
message  until  he  could  analyze  the  objec¬ 
tions. 

The  President  stuck  by  the  committee's' 
report.  Yet  he  did  not  insist  on  the  financ¬ 
ing  method,  to  which  the  Democrats  sharply 
object  and  which  many  Republicans  do  not 
find  to  their  liking. 

He  did  not  back  down.  He  simply  said 
he  was  inclined  to  favor  the  committee’s 
money-raising  plan. 

The  committee,  headed  by  Gen.  Lucius  D. 
Clay,  proposed  that  a  Federal  highway  cor¬ 
poration  be  formed.  Its  purpose  would  be 
to  float  $20  billion  of  bonds.  These  securi¬ 
ties  would  not  be  considered  part  of  the 
Federal  budget.  They  would  be  retired  from 
the  20-cent  Federal  gasoline  tax.  An  addi¬ 
tional  $5  billion  would  be  raised  from  fees 
paid  by  gasoline  stations,  motels  and  other 
roadside  businesses. 

Senator  Harry  F.  Byrd,  of  Virginia,  argued 
that  the  scheme  would  completely  destroy 
the  budget  and  the  Federal  debt  limitations : 

“If  they  can  set  up  a  corporation  to  bor¬ 
row  money  outside  the  budget  and  the  debt 
limit  to  build  roads,  they  can  do  anything.’’ 

The  Senator’s  fears  are  not  ungrounded. 

After  the  weeks  of  discussion  between  the 
formal  submission  of  the  program  and  the 
publication  of  the  Clay  committee’s  report 
Congress  should  by  now  fully  understand^ 
that  the  financing,  which  the  President  ia 
Inclined  to  favor  is  a  historic  and  drasjflc 
departure  from  the  country’s  past  fiscal 
policies. 

The  country  stands  in  immediate  And  in 
some  ways  critical  need  to  modernize  the 
key  40,000-mile  national  system /oi.  inter¬ 
state  highways. 

Those  who  do  not  approve  Ule  suggested 
financing,  should  concentrate/m  producing 
an  acceptable  policy  that  wilf  remain  within 
traditional  fiscal  methods/ yet  provide  the 
improvements  that  the  ^/resident  urgently 
recommends. 

[From  the  Madison  yfc.y.)  Messenger  of  Feb¬ 
ruary  5,  1955] 

Traffic  Jams  m  Big  Highway  Program 

People  in  area  who  have  been  read¬ 
ing  about  the/vast  highway  program  which 
has  been  /roposed  in  Washington — and 
about  the  vrast  outlay  of  billions  of  dollars 
which  ttuf  vast  program  entails — are  aware 
that  U.  je.  41,  which  is  of  a  lot  of  consequence 
here,  yf  not  included  in  the  plans. 

ve  have  said  before,  maps  which  show 
thf/routes  under  consideration  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  advisers  stress,  so  far  as  Kentucky 


is  concerned,  a  mighty  proposed  highway 
between  Louisville  and  Nashville.  Appar¬ 
ently  the  route  leaves  Kentucky  and  enters 
Tennessee  at  Franklin,  Ky.,  or  thereabouts. 

We  are  told  from  Washington  that  the 
Nation  must  more  than  double  its  spending 
for  highway  construction  in  the  next  10 
years  to  keep  from  strangling  in  traffic. 
White  House  advisers  on  the  subject  have 
placed  the  cost  at  about  $101  billion,  but  as 
usual  in  such  cases  there  are  critics. 

For  instance,  a  sharp  attack  on  one  phase 
of  the  program  has  been  made  by  none  other 
than  able,  influential  Senator  Byrd,  of  Vir¬ 
ginia,  whose  ability  with  a  sharp  pencil  is 
questioned  by  no  one.  The  feature  which 
the  Virginia  Democrat  criticizes  is  the  $20 
billion  30-year  3-percent-bond  issue  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  administration,  together  with 
the  proposed  Federal  corporation  which 
would  float  the  bonds.  Pressure  groups  for 
and  against  the  vast  highway  plan  are 
choosing  up  sides,  and  Washington  expects 
plenty  of  fur  to  fly  when  the  mighty  project 
gets  to  the  debating  stage. 

Another  point  of  criticism  which  the  Mes¬ 
senger  has  seen  in  the  papers  is  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  continue  the  Federal  gasoline  tax 
as  one  major  source  of  Federal  revenue. 
This  is  favored  by  such  interests  as  the  rail¬ 
roads,  which  argue  that  highway  should  be 
self-supporting  through  use  charges.  How3 
ever,  as  is  pretty  well  known  repeal  of  tt 
Federal  gasoline  tax  is  being  urged  by  farm 
and  truck  spokesmen,  who  insist  that/col- 
[ection  of  gas  taxes  should  be  left  to  the 
tates,  which  are  having  their  own  financial 
troubles,  too. 

Afc  another  phase  of  the  big  dispute  which 
is  shaping  up  over  this  vast  new  road  pro¬ 
gram, Seome  of  the  States  are  already  worry¬ 
ing  about  how  they  are  going/o  dig  up  their 
share  oK  the  $31  billion  jjirovided  by  the 
White  House  program.  Jsome  have  been 
building  r\ads  on  a  n/'-as-you-go  basis, 
since  their  canstitution/forbid  issuing  bonds 
for  the  purpo^.  Others  have  gone  into  debt 
for  roads  already  built  or  now  being  built, 
and  in  general \hfr  States  are  spending  all 
they  take  in,  alrj^dy,  and  some  are  spend¬ 
ing  more. 

With  school/  hospitals,  and  other  public 
agencies  and/servicek  badly  in  need  of  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars,  too,  i\  becomes  that  a  con¬ 
troversy  q/er  details  oA,he  highway  plan  is 
shaping-up — a  controversy  that  will  match 
ini  siz/  the  vast  building  program  itself. 
Already  those  specialists  wjta>  have  highways 
as  tJSe ir  principal  concern  aA  becoming  con¬ 
vinced  that  although  the  nead  for  roads  is 
le  of  our  present  big  needs, \nighty  traffic 
jams  are  going  to  develop  wlran  Congress 
gets  down  to  studying  the  Eisenhower  pro¬ 
gram. 

We  are  a  long  way,  in  other  woflds,  from 
a  hundred  billion-dollar  outlay  for  Highway 
construction. 

[From  the  San  Francisco  (Calif.)  Wall  S&eet 
Journal  of  February  24,  1955] 

Meeting  the  Nation’s  Needs 

It  doesn’t  take  too  much  imagination  to’ 
see  that  in  a  dynamic  and  growing  country  i 
like  the  United  States  it  will  be  necessary 
to  spend  many  billions  of  dollars  in  the  next 
generation  in  building  anew  the  facilities  by 
which  we  live. 

The  list  of  things  to  be  done  will  include 
highways,  schools,  houses,  electric  power  fa¬ 
cilities,  hospitals,  and  airports;  indeed  the 
list  is  almost  endless. 

Thus  when  President  Eisenhower  says  that 
this  country  in  the  next  few  years  is  going 
to  require  a  vast  expansion  in  its  roads,  he 
is  speaking  of  a  need  that  is  very  real  and 
plain  to  see.  When  he  puts  the  cost  at  a 
hundred  billion  dollars  he  may  even  be  un¬ 
derestimating;  in  any  event  it  will  be  a  very 
large  sum. 

The  question  Is  not  of  need  but  of  the  best 
way  of  meeting  it.  The  best  way  of  seeing 


that  we  get  the  right  kind  of  roads  in  t\- 
right  places.  The  best  way  of  paying  jto r 
them. 

And  it  is  here  that  Mr.  Eisenhower’s/igh- 
way  program,  as  he  himself  suggest.yhy  the 
tentative  way  he  puts  it  forward,  raj^es  some 
very  serious  questions. 

For  this  is  a  proposal  that  sav/  first,  that 
this  is  a  need  which  can  be  me/ only  by  an¬ 
other  vast  Federal  spending  jfrogram.  And 
secondly,  that  the  Federal  coaft  should  be  met 
by  some  hocus-pocus  h/ikkeeping  that 
would  hide  from  the  people  the  nature  of 
what  is  being  done. 

Senator  Byrd  and  others  have  already  had 
something  to  say  about  this  bookkeeping. 
The  proposal  is  for /he  Federal  Government 
to  borrow  some  $26  billion  from  the  public, 
spend  it  on  road/  but  then  pretend  that  it 
has  added  not  JL  penny  to  the  Federal  debt. 
It  would  do  knis  by  setting  up  a  Highway 
Authority  which  would  do  the  actual  bor¬ 
rowing  but/whose  debts  would  be  guaran¬ 
teed  by  i he  Treasury  just  like  any  other 
Federaljaebt. 

This/would  simply  be  a  bit  of  shenanigans 
to  get  around  the  legal  limit  on  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  debt.  And  if  it  can  be  done  for  high¬ 
ways  then  of  course  it  can  be  done  for  those 
ther  things,  schools,  hospitals,  and  the  like, 
lis  would  open  the  way  for  a  Federal  book¬ 
keeping  system  that  would  be  essentially 
dishonest  because  it  would  offer  the  pre¬ 
tense  that  a  debt  isn’t  a  debt. 

Yet  there  is  more  to  this  program  that 
ought  to  be  looked  at  than  the  bookkeeping. 
For  this  is  not  simply  a  program  for  increas¬ 
ing  Federal  assistance  to  State  highway  com¬ 
missions;  it  would  begin  to  make  the  plan¬ 
ning  and  paying  for  the  Nation’s  roads  a 
Federal  responsibility. 

It  offers  the  plea,  in  effect,  that  if  the 
Federal  Government  doesn’t  provide  us  with 
the  new  roads  we  won’t  get  them.  And  this 
in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  the  roads  we  now 
have  were  built  by  the  cities,  counties,  and 
States  with  but  the  smallest  participation 
of  the  Federal  Government. 

At  the  end  of  the  First  World  War  there 
were  barely  387,000  miles  of  paved  highways 
in  all  the  United  States.  The  total  amount 
spent  in  1919  on  highway  construction  was 
only  $429  million. 

Today  our  highway  system  covers  3,366,000 
miles  and  represents  an  investment  of  nearly 
$50  billion.  The  expenditure  of  States  and 
other  local  authorities  for  new  roads  is  some 
$3  billion  a  year  and  steadily  rising.  And 
all  this  without  benefit  of  any  grandiose 
Federal  bureau  and,  indeed,  with  very  little 
money  from  the  Federal  Treasury.  In  1952 
Federal  aid  amounted  to  only  $45  million  out 
of  $2.8  billion  spent  on  roads. 

Certainly  the  building  of  our  future  high¬ 
ways  will  be  a  stupendous  job  and  there  is 
much  the  Federal  Government  can  do  to 
help — one  thing  would  be  to  take  less  from 
taxpayers  so  that  the  States  would  not  be  so 
hard  pressed  for  funds. 

But  to  say  the  Nation’s  needs  can  be  met 
only  by  Federal  planning  and  Federal  taxes 
is  to  deny  both  our  tradition  of  local  gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  history ,  of its succesSt^.^ 


AMENDMENT  OF  RURAL  ELECTRIFI¬ 
CATION  ACT  OF  1936 
Mr-  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  call  the  attention  of  the  junior 
Senator  from  Minnesota  to  the  motion 
I  am  about  to  make. 

I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Order  No.  217,  S.  153. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  state  the  bill  by  title  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  153)  to 
amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  ana  tne 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  with 
an  amendment.  On  page  1,  line  11, 
after  the  word  “years”,  to  insert  “The 
Administrator  shall,  within  90  days  after 
the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year,  deter¬ 
mine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United 
States  the  number  of  farms  not  then 
receiving  central  station  electric  serv¬ 
ice.”,  so  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 


Be  it  enacted ,  etc.,  That  (a)  section  3  of 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as 
amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  903),  is  amended  by 
striking  out  subsections  (c) ,  (d),  and  (e) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(c)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made 
available  for  the  purposes  of  this  act  are  not 
loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  they  are  made  available,  such  un¬ 
expended  or  unobligated  sums  shall  be  avail¬ 


able  for  loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the 
following  year  or  years.  The  Administrator 
shall,  within  90  days  after  the  beginning  of 
each  fiscal  year,  determine  for  each  State  and 
for  the  United  States  the  number  of  farms 
not  then  receiving  central  station  electric 
service.” 

(b)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  3  of  such 
act  is  redesignated  as  subsection  (d) . 

Sec.  3.  Section  4  of  the  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  904) , 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “the  provisions  of 
sections  3  (d)  and  3  (e)  but  without  regard 
to  the  10  percent  limitation  therein  con¬ 
tained”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "sec¬ 
tion  3.” 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  call  of  the  roll  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Namara  in  the  chair).  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  and  ask  that  it  be 
read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
Senator’s  amendment  a  substitute  for 
the  entire  bill? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  advise  the  Senator  that  it  is 
not  in  order  at  this  time. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
committee  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  is  now  in  order. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  amendment  be  read  by  the 
clerk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  It  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 


That  subsections  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended 
(7  U.  S.  C.  903  (c),  (d),  and  (e) )  are 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  Twenty-five  percent  of  the  an¬ 
nual  sums  herein  made  available  or  appro¬ 
priated  for  loans  for  rural  electrification 
pursuant  to  sections  4  and  5  of  this  title 
shall  be  allotted  yearly  by  the  Administrator 
for  loans  in  the  several  States  in  the  pro¬ 
portion  which  the  number  of  their  farms 
not  then  receiving  central  station  electric 
service  bears  to  the  total  number  of  farms 
of  the  United  States  not  then  receiving  such 
service.  The  Administrator  shall  within 
90  days  after  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal 
year  determine  for  each  State  and  for  the 
United  States  the  number  of  farms  not  then 
receiving  such  service. 

“(d)  The  remaining  75  percent  of  such 
annual  sums  shall  be  available  for  rural 
electrification  loans  in  the  several  States  and 
in  the  Territories,  without  allotment  as 
hereinabove  provided  in  such  amounts  for 
each  State  and  Territory  as,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Administrator,  may  be  effectively 
employed  for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  and 
to  *  carry  out  the  provisions  of  section  7 : 
Provided,  however.  That  not  more  than  25 
percent  of  said  unallotted  annual  sums  may 
be  employed  in  any  one  State,  or  in  all  of  the 
Territories. 

“(e)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made 
available  for  the  purposes  of  this  act  are 
not  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  first  6 
months  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  are 
made  available,  such  unexpended  or  unob¬ 
ligated  sums  shall  be  available  for  loans  by 
the  Administrator  during  the  balance  of 
such  fiscal  year  and  in  the  following  year  or 
years  without  allotment:  Provided,  however. 
That  not  more  than  25  percent  of  said  sums 
for  rural  electrification  loans  may  be  em¬ 
ployed  in  any  one  State  or  in  all  of  the  Ter¬ 
ritories.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  such  act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “10  percent”  and  inserting 
“25  percent.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President, 
may  we  have  an  explanation  of  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  amendment 
would  prescribe  a  different  formula  from 
that  which  now  exists  and  which  was 
originally  adopted  in  1936. 

The  present  Rural  Electrification  Act 
has  a  very  strict  formula  which  was 
designed  at  the  time  of*  the  passage  of 
the  act  to  insure  that  there  would  be 
funds  available  for  each  and  every  State 
in  the  Union  for  purposes  of  REA  loans. 
The  present  act  provides  that  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  annual  sums  made  available 
and  appropriated  for  loans  for  rural 
electrification  pursuant  to  sections  4  and 
5  shall  be  allotted  yearly  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  for  loans  in  the  several  States  in 
proportion  to  the  total  number  of  farms 
in  the  United  States  not  then  receiving 
service. 

Then  the  present  formula  goes  on  to 
provide  that  the  remaining  50  percent 
shall  be  available  “without  allotment  as 
hereinabove  provided  in  such  amounts 
for  each  State  and  Territory  as  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Administrator  may  be  ef¬ 
fectively  employed  for  the  purposes  of 
the  act.” 

What  my  amendment  does  Is  to 
change  the  formula  from  a  50-50  ratio  to 
a  75-25  ratio. 


Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  yield 
to  the  sponsor  of  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion,  my  senior  colleague,  but  may  I  say, 
first,  that  it  was  felt  by  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administration  and  the  rural 
electrification  cooperatives  that  the 
rigid  formula  which  was  established  by 
the  act  of  1936  was  no  longer  operative 
or  effective.  In  fact,  the  rigid  formula 
of  50  percent  being  available  to  the 
States  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of 
unelectrified  farms  in  those  States  placed 
a  burden  upon  REA  in  terms  of  not  pro¬ 
viding  adequate  funds  for  the  kind  of 
rural  electrification  program  we  need 
today,  with  new  generating  plants  and 
firming  up  of  power  lines. 

The  formula  which  I  have  suggested 
will  give  the  REA  Administrator  75  per¬ 
cent  of  all  funds  for  his  discretionary 
use  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  act, 
as  compared  with  the  former  formula  of 
50  percent.  The  amendment  would  pro¬ 
vide  25  percent  of  the  funds  appropriat¬ 
ed  in  a  special  category  to  be  allocated 
to  the  States  on  the  basis  of  the  number 
of  nonelectrified  farms  as  related  to  the 
total  farm  population. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  no  fixed  objection  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  is  offering,  but  may  I  inquire  wheth¬ 
er  this  change  was  brought  before  the 
committee  and  discussed  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  at  all? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  was  not.  But  I 
respectfully  suggest  that  I  have  discussed 
it  with  several  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  including  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  There  has  been  a  feeling 
amongst  some  of  our  colleagues  who  are 
deeply  concerned  about  the  program 
that  a  formula  such  as  was  originally 
contemplated  might  very  well  leave  cer¬ 
tain  States  without  adequate  services. 
Furthermore,  I  consulted  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  chairman  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  and  with  the  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  [Mr.  Russell],  and  both  of  them 
felt  that  there  should  be  some  formula 
of  the  kind  suggested.  In  fact,  they  ad¬ 
vised  and  counseled  that  it  would  be 
extremely  difficult  for  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  to  do  the  job  required 
of  it  unless  there  were  such  a  formula. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  have  no  particu¬ 
lar  quarrel  with  that  point  of  view,  al¬ 
though  it  seems  to  me  that  in  the  nor¬ 
mal  course  of  legislating  it  might  have 
been  preferable,  at  least,  to  have  the 
proposed  amendment  laid  before  the 
committee  so  there  could  have  been  some 
discussion  of  it,  because  we  have  today 
what  appears  to  be  a  rather  substantial 
amendment,  which  was  read,  but  which 
has  not  been  printed,  and  which  is  not 
available  for  study  by  Members  of  the 
Senate.  I  am  not  constrained  to  ask  that 
the  matter  go  over,  but  I  think  it  is  a 
fairly  substantial  amendment  to  be  pre¬ 
sented  without  any  copies  of  it  being 
made  available  to  Members  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Basically  I  agree 
with  the  Senator’s  observation.  I  re¬ 
ported  from  the  committee  a  bill  which 
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removed  all  the  restrictions;  in  fact,  it 
was  that  particular  bill  which  I  favored. 
However,  after  not  only  1  day,  but  many 
days,  of  consultation  with  Members  who 
were  deeply  concerned  about  the  matter, 
and  also  after  consultation  with  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  itself,  as  well  as  with 
representatives  of  the  National  Rural 
Electric  Cooperative  Association,  it  was 
agreed  that  some  formula  which  would 
give  more  leeway  to  the  Administrator 
would  be  acceptable. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi. 

Mi-.  STENNIS.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California,  if  he  will  give  me 
his  attention,  and  to  other  Senators  that 
the  proposal  to  abolish  entirely  the 
money  distribution  formula  came  from 
the  committee.  But  I  was  one  who  op¬ 
posed  the  outright  abolition  of  the  for¬ 
mula,  not  only  as  it  might  apply  to  my 
State  of  Mississippi,  but  also  because  it 
took  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
entirely  out  of  the  picture. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  had  somewhat  the  same 
viewpoint,  as  did  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee.  No  one  opposed  the 
modified  formula. 

The  amendment  which  has  been  of¬ 
fered  is  along  the  same  lines  as  the 
committee  bill,  except  that  it  does  not 
change  the  present  law  so  much.  The 
amendment,  therefore,  is  more  conserv¬ 
ative,  by  a  considerable  degree,  than  is 
the  committee  bill,  and  is  not  a  departure 
from  the  standards  which  have  been 
approved  for  20  years. 

In  that  respect,  the  amendment  is  a 
proper  one  to  be  offered  now,  although  I 
am  opposed  to  the  bill  entirely. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
respectfully  suggest  that  my  colleague, 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye],  who  is  the  prin¬ 
cipal  sponsor  of  the  bill  which  was  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee,  and  also  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken],  who  is  likewise  a 
sponsor  of  the  bill,  possibly  would  like 
to  make  known  at  this  time  their  views 
of  the  amendment  which  has  been  of¬ 
fered. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  intro¬ 
duced  Senate  bill  153  because  I  believed 
that  the  earmarking  or  restricting  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  act  allocating  certain  sums 
of  money  was  having  the  effect  of  ac¬ 
tually  impounding  funds  which  were 
never  used,  and  that  there  was  great 
need  of  funds  in  some  areas  where  there 
w’as  an  inadequate  supply  of  energy,  or 
in  areas  where  there  should  be  generat¬ 
ing  plants,  or  an  expansion  or  enlarge¬ 
ment  of  facilities  in  order  to  provide  an 
adequate  supply  of  electrical  energy. 

We  did  not  interfere  with  the  funds 
impounded  in  certain  States  which  were 
allocated  or  earmarked  for  those  States. 
We  felt  that  what  should  be  done  was  to 
retain  the  earmarking  provision  in  the 
act,  and  to  trust  to  the  good  judgment  of 
the  Administrator  of  the  REA  to  allo¬ 
cate  the  funds  wherever  approved  REA 
projects  existed. 


In  the  first  place,  a  project  must  be 
developed  by  a  user;  and  if  it  is  an  eco¬ 
nomically  feasible  project,  and  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  of  the  REA, 
the  funds  are  then  made  available. 

I  think  the  Nation  has  been  plenti¬ 
fully  covered  with  REA  associations. 
There  are  now  only  isolated  areas  which 
need  to  be  taken  care  of,  and  they  are 
being  taken  care  of  whenever  it  is  eco¬ 
nomically  feasible  to  extend  transmis¬ 
sion  lines  to  them.  For  that  reason,  I 
have  thought  that  the  act  itself  had 
really  reached  its  maturity. 

We  have  never  questioned  the  amount 
of  money  which  has  been  requested  and 
for  which  need  has  been  shown.  When¬ 
ever  a  project  was  proved  to  be  neces¬ 
sary,  Congress  appropriated  the  funds 
for  it.  There  has  never  been  a  misuse 
of  the  funds.  I  think  the  REA  has  the 
best  record  of  any  governmental  activity 
with  respect  to  the  expenditure  of  funds, 
and  also  as  to  the  benefits  it  has  con¬ 
ferred,  and  the  services  it  has  rendered 
in  the  development  of  the  various  REA 
associations. 

I  became  apprised  only  in  the  last  30 
minutes  of  the  amendment  which  has 
just  been  offered.  I  do  not  know  what 
the  attitude  of  the  REA  would  be  with 
respect  to  it.  I  have  not  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  examine  the  amendment  suffi¬ 
ciently  to  know  whether  it  would  con¬ 
tinue  the  restrictive  measures  which 
were  recognized  as  being  undesirable. 
However,  in  the  case  of  a  State  which 
still  has  a  number  of  farms  which  are 
not  electrified,  I  can  foresee  that  there 
might  be  concern  with  respect  to  the 
percentage  of  the  annual  appropriation 
which  is  earmarked  for  that  State. 

But,  in  the  main,  I  believe  the  fears 
are  unfounded.  I  do  not  believe  any 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  or  any  official  of  the  REA  would 
deny  to  any  community  the  right  to 
funds  with  which  to  construct  REA  lines, 
if  it  were  proved  that  the  project  would 
pay  its  way  and  pay  for  itself. 

Therefore,  I  think  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  my  colleague,  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  may  not  be  necessary.  As  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  for  many  years,  I  would  be  willing 
to  go  on  record  as  saying  that  at  any 
time  the  committee  had  before  it  a  re¬ 
quest  for  a  regular  or  a  deficiency  appro¬ 
priation,  and  if  it  could  be  proved  that 
there  was  a  community  anywhere  in  the 
United  States  which  was  qualified  to  re¬ 
ceive  an  REA  line,  but  a  question  of 
funds  was  involved,  such  an  appropria¬ 
tion  would  be  favorably  acted  upon. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Stennis],  is  concerned,  and  rightfully 
so,  about  some  areas  within  his  own 
State.  I  commend  him  for  his  concern. 
I  think  possibly  he  had  much  to  do  with 
the  offering  of  the  amendment,  because 
I  know  he  objected  when  the  bill  was 
called  up  for  consideration  on  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  calendar. 

I  know  of  the  great  concern  of  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  for  the  farm¬ 
ers  and  others  in  his  State  who  might  at 
some  time  desire  to  become  affiliated  with 
an  REA  association.  That  is  all  to  his 
credit. 
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But  I  believe  the  REA  has  grown  up. 
I  do  not  believe  the  proposed  restric¬ 
tion  is  necessary.  If  there  is  any  in¬ 
tention  of  voting  on  the  question  this 
afternoon,  I  would  urge  that  a  vote  not 
be  taken  until  I  have  had  an  opportunity 
to  get  an  expression  of  the  views  of  the 
REA  in  the  matter. 

I  do  not  want  to  see  continued  a  re¬ 
strictive  measure  which  in  the  past  has 
proved  to  be  unwise.  I  know  that  thou¬ 
sands  and  thousands  of  dollars  have 
been  earmarked  to  different  States  which 
could  not  suggest  a  project.  They  had 
nothing  to  propose,  but  they  simply 
wanted  to  have  a  generating  plant. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  appreciate  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  interest  in  the  bill  and  his  under¬ 
standing  of  my  concern  in  the  matter. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  amendment, 
is  it  not  true  that  75  percent  of  the  money 
appropriated  would  be  invested  entirely 
in  the  discretion  of  the  Administrator 
of  the  REA,  subject  only  to  one  limita¬ 
tion,  namely,  that  he  could  not  spend 
more  than  25  percent  of  the  75  percent 
in  one  State?  That  is  the  purpose  of 
the  amendment  now  before  the  Senate. 

The  other  25  percent  would  be  sub¬ 
jected  to  the  formula  for  6  months  only. 
If  it  was  not  used  or  applied  for  by  the 
States  within  a  6  months’  period,  the 
money  would  then  revert  to  the  general 
fund  and  could  be  used  only  in  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Administrator. 

That  is  going  far  by  way  of  compro¬ 
mise  to  meet  the  terms  of  the  Senator’s 
bill.  It  leaves  only  a  fragment  of  a 
formula  under  which  Congress  can  make 
an  appropriation.  Otherwise,  there 
would  be  no  restraints,  no  restrictions, 
and  no  control  whatsoever.  Congress 
would  appropriate  money  which  could 
be  used  in  the  discretion  of  the  REA. 

Frankly,  I  think  we  would  be  going 
backward,  at  least  by  one  step,  to  aban¬ 
don  the  entire  formula.  So  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  more  acceptable,  in  that  it  re¬ 
tains  at  least  a  fragment. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  my  reply 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  is  that  the  money  was  earmarked 
in  the  first  place  because  there  was  such 
a  crying  need  in  every  area  of  the  United 
States.  Then  a  question  arose  as  to 
whether  a  State  was  a  little  tardy  in 
developing  a  project.  The  question  of 
who  would  use  the  money  was  not  in¬ 
volved,  because  no  other  State  would  be 
given  the  funds. 

We  have  gone  through  that  stage.  We 
are  no  longer  in  that  development  period. 
For  that  reason  I  believe  we  could  trust 
any  administrator  of  the  REA,  because 
he  has  to  come  before  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  at  the  next  regular  ap¬ 
propriation  session,  which  is  no  more 
than  12  months  from  any  particular 
date.  If  the  Administrator  had  been  in 
error  in  the  manner  in  which  he  had 
been  in  error  in  the  manner  in  which  he 
had  administered  the  program  the  pre¬ 
vious  year,  we  could  always  write  restric¬ 
tive  measures  into  the  law. 

I  have  not  had  a  chance  to  study  the 
amendment,  but  on  the  surface  of  it, 
if  the  restriction  of  6  months  were 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


5482 

adopted,  I  am  wondering  whether,  in 
controlling  the  operation  for  6  months 
we  would  again  be  imposing  a  restric¬ 
tion  which  would  be  administratively  un¬ 
wise.  If  the  REA  could  examine  the 
proposal  overnight,  then  at  the  next 
session  of  the  Senate,  which  will  be  on 
Thursday,  as  I  understand,  we  could  de¬ 
termine  whether  we  desired  to  act  on  it. 

I  have  no  pride  of  authorship  of  the 
bill.  I  merely  took  the  Department’s 
recommendation  and  embodied  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  into  the  bill.  I  introduced 
it,  and  it  went  to  a  subcommittee.  The 
subcommittee  studied  it,  and  it  is  now 
on  the  floor  with  its  recommendation. 
The  bill  came  up  on  a  call  of  the  calen¬ 
dar.  It  was  objected  to.  This  after¬ 
noon  there  is  before  the  Senate  what  is 
absolutely  a  substitute  proposal.  I  have 
not  had  a  chance  to  look  at  it. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  shall  conclude  my  re¬ 
marks  with  the  statement  that  it  may 
be  that  the  Department  will  accept  the 
proposal  as  one  under  which  it  will  be 
administratively  possible  for  them  to  do 
a  good  job.  If  that  is  the  case,  it  is 
perfectly  all  right.  The  Department 
may  say  it  is  not  what  it  hoped  for, 
or  what  it  thought  should  be  done.  I 
should  like  to  have  a  report  from  it. 
All  I  ask  is  that  the  proposal  go  over 
until  we  may  obtain  a  report  from  the 
Department.  It  may  turn  out  to  be  per¬ 
fectly  acceptable  to  the  Department. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
Mississippi  is  not  trying  to  push  the 
passage  of  the  bill;  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  is  against  the  passage  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  know  the  Senator  is. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
Mississippi  is  against  the  bill,  but  as  a 
matter  of  getting  the  question  settled,  I 
agreed  not  to  oppose  the  amendment. 
That  is  my  position.  I  shall  speak  at 
length  upon  the  wisdom,  as  I  see  it,  of  re¬ 
taining  the  formula. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  answer  my  good  friend, 
and  I  say  “good  friend”  with  all  sincer¬ 
ity,  in  this  manner:  If  there  are  funds 
earmarked  here  and  there  throughout 
different  States,  as  the  act  now  prpvides, 
and  if  a  generating  unit  is  needed  in  a 
certain  region,  which  might  comprise 
3  or  4  States,  funds  are  impounded 
under  a  restrictive  provision  in  the 
act.  One  area  might  have  a  deficit  of 
current,  and  there  would  be  no  way  the 
administrator  could  recognize  that  there 
was  a  deficit,  and  administratively  take 
care  of  it. 

If  the  State  of  Mississippi  needed  25 
percent  of  an  allocated  sum  of  money 
for  a  6-month  period  I  would  not  deny 
that  to  Mississippi;  but  the  restrictive 
provision  in  the  act  makes  it  impossible 
to  meet  the  needs,  when  for  instance,  the 
greater  problem  might  be  that  of  in¬ 
creasing  the  capacity  of  rural  lines  or 
providing  more  generating  capacity  in 
an  area  comprising  perhaps  several 
States,  because  there  was  not  available 
either  the  current  to  meet  the  load  de¬ 
mand  or  there  was  not  in  existence  a 
line  which  could  carry  the  load  it  was  re¬ 
quired  to  carry  in  order  to  serve  users  on 
that  line. 


Most  of  us  who  put  electricity  in  our 
homes  20  or  30  years  ago  thought  we 
would  probably  use  only  a  few  thousand 
kilowatts.  Now  we  find  ourselves  using 
7,  8,  10,  and  100  times  what  we  antici¬ 
pated  we  would  need.  It  means  the  lines 
have  to  be  increased  in  their  carrying 
capacity. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  am  delighted  to  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  wish  to  say  first  I 
fully  agree  with  the  position  just  taken 
by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Thye]  to  the  effect  that  the  amendment 
should  lie  over  until  we  can  all  examine 
it.  Certainly,  I  particularly  agree  with 
the  position  taken  by  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi,  to  the  effect  that  this  is 
something  which  requires  all  of  us  to 
be  extremely  cautious. 

,  As  I  understand  the  matter,  the  bill 
a"s  reported  would  permit  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  the  REA  to  funnel  the  whole 
amount  available  under  an  appropria¬ 
tion  into  1  or  2  or  3  States. 

I  cannot  imagine  anything  more  po¬ 
tent  or  more  tempting,  from  the  political 
standpoint,  to  cause  REA  to  be  made  a 
political  plaything,  which  of  course  it 
has  not  been,  and  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
see  fit  to  let  the  matter  lie  over. 

By  way  of  one  additional  comment,  if 
I  may  put  it  in  the  Record,  I  should  like 
to  say  this  bill  was  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  apparently  on  the  same  day  the 
bill  the  Senate  just  acted  on  was  re¬ 
ported.  I  was  unable  to  be  present.  I 
have  never  heard  of  it  before.  As  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  content  of  the  proposal,  it 
would  completely  destroy  the  formula 
under  which  we  have  lived  very  happily, 
and  would  ignore  the  fact  that  replace¬ 
ments  of  weak  lines  of  a  distribution 
system  by  stronger  ones  are  needed 
everywhere,  even  in  those  States  elec¬ 
trified  to  a  very  high  degree. 

I  certainly  hope  we  can  come  up  with 
a  sound  formula  rather  than  a  weak 
formula,  because  it  would  tend  to  make 
the  whole  system  subject  to  political 
control  and  manipulation,  if  such  desire 
were  present. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  does 
not  the  Senator  believe  that  before  we 
act  on  the  proposal  we  should  have  a 
report  from  the  department? 

Mr.  THYE.  That  is  my  position.  The 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis] 
would  like  to  permit  the  act  to  remain 
as  it  has  been,  and  I  can  appreciate  his 
views.  For  that  reason,  it  is  not  a  ques¬ 
tion  whether  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  desires  to  have  the  proposal  acted 
on  or  not.  I  personally  want  to  have  an 
opportunity  to  look  at  the  amendment 
which  is  before  the  Senate,  and  should 
like  very  much  to  have  a  departmental 
report  on  it.  I  am  in  no  hurry.  All  I 
wished  to  do  by  introducing  the  bill  was 
to  try  to  help  the  REA  function  more 
efficiently  and  do  a  better  job  in  the 
various  States  and  areas  of  the  Nation 
which  are  affected.  That  was  my  only 
concern.  So  I  hope  we  can  let  the  bill 
go  over  to  a  later  date. 
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Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  un¬ 
able  to  express  an  opinion  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment,  because  I  have  never 
seen  or  heard  of  it  until  this  afternoon. 
The  original  bill  was  introduced  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  and  two  of  his 
colleagues  last  January,  and  was  referred 
to  a  subcommittee,  which  held  hearings, 
at  which  time  anyone  who  was  interested 
could  appear  and  express  his  opinion  on 
the  bill.  As  I  recall,  the  farm  organiza¬ 
tions  were  in  agreement  on  the  bill, 
including  the  amendment,  which  was 
included  by  the  subcommittee,  and  it 
cannot  be  too  bad  when  the  Farm  Bureau 
Federation  and  the  Farmers  Union  ad¬ 
vocate  the  same  provisions.  However, 
the  bill  went  to  the  full  committee;  and, 
as  I  recall,  was  reported  without  oppo¬ 
sition,  although  no  doubt  not  all  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  were  present  at 
that  time. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  get  away 
from  exorbitant  appropriations  which 
would  be  necessary  in  order  to  meet  the 
needs  of  each  State  under  the  old  allo¬ 
cation  law.  For  instance,  last  year  it 
was  impossible  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  Colorado  and  Illinois;  it  would  have 
been  necessary  to  have  appropriated  $450 
million  in  order  to  give  them  what  they 
really  needed  under  the  formula. 

So  it  is  generally  agreed  by  those  who 
have  been  interested  in  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  work — and  as  I  have  said,  the  farm 
organizations,  the  National  Rural  Elec¬ 
tric  Cooperative  Association,  and  all 
other  groups  in  this  field  take  the  same 
position — that  at  this  time  the  formula 
is  a  drawback,  rather  than  an  asset,  as 
regards  carrying  on  the  work  of  the  REA. 

However,  I  do  not  know  what  would 
be  done  by  the  amendment  proposed  by 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey].  It  is  proposed,  I  assume,  on 
behalf  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Stennis]. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  did  not  offer  it  in  his  own  behalf, 
I  take  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No. 

Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  First  of  all,  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  knows  that  I 
happen  to  agree  with  the  bill,  as  it  was 
reported  from  the  committee, 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  As  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  has  pointed  out,  I  wish  to 
say  it  is  one  bill  regarding  which  we  had 
no  opposition  from  any  witness. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  purpose  in  of¬ 
fering  the  amendment,  Mr.  President,  is 
to  give  the  Senate  an  opportunity  to  re¬ 
view  the  effect  of  such  a  formula,  as 
compared  to  what  I  call  an  open-end 
authorization,  as  provided  by  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

I  have  no  doubt  in  my  own  mind  that 
the  REA  administrators,  whoever  they 
may  be,  will  “play  it  square”  under  this 
arrangement.  Certainly  we  have  noth¬ 
ing  to  indicate  to  the  contrary.  I  felt 
that  with  the  REA  associations  and  the 
Farm  Bureau  and  other  interested 
groups  getting  together  on  the  bill,  it 
must  be  a  rather  good  one. 
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Let  me  say  it  is  not  my  view  that  we 
should  attempt  to  have  the  Senate  act  on 
the  bill  tonight. 

As  to  the  amendment,  I  think  it  is  an 
equitable  one;  if  a  formula  is  desired,  I 
think  the  amendment  proposes  as  good 
a  formula  as  we  can  find.  But  I  believe 
we  would  be  derelict  in  carrying  out  our 
responsibility  if  we  were  to  attempt  to 
hold  the  Senate  in  session  tonight  and 
to  have  the  Senate  act  on  the  bill  tonight. 
I  believe  the  Senate  should  take  a  recess 
until  Thursday,  by  which  time  we  can 
obtain  word  from  the  REA  associations 
and  other  interested  groups  in  our  re¬ 
spective  States;  and  then  we' shall  be  in* 
a  much  better  position  to  legislate  on 
this  subject. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
concur  in  the  statement  that  the  REA 
administrators  have  been  absolutely  fair 
and  square;  and  certainly  that  state¬ 
ment  applies  to  Mr.  Cooke  and  to  Mr. 
Wickard  and  to  Mr.  Nelsen,  who  is  fol¬ 
lowing  in  the  steps  of  Mr.  Wickard.  I 
have  no  complaint  at  all  about  them.  I 
cannot  conceive  that  any  administrator 
of  this  great  agency  would  be  unfair  to 
Mississippi  or  to  any  other  State.  In 
fact,  I  would  be  surprised  if  some  States, 
and  possibly  Mississippi  is  one  of  them, 
would  not  fare  much  better  under  the 
bill,  rather  than  under  the  present 
formula. 

However,  we  should  know  what  is  in 
the  amendment,  which  is  in  the  nature  of 
a  complete  subsitute.  We  should  hear 
from  the  Rural  Electrification  Agency 
and  from  Mr.  Nelsen,  as  to  whether  the 
amendment  contains  any  administrative 
bugs;  and  then  we  can  determine  what 
we  wish  to  do  about  the  matter. 

But  I  believe  we  should  amend  the  law, 
so  that  we  shall  not  have  to  make  enorm¬ 
ous  appropriations  of  funds,  possibly  as^ 
large  as  $500  million,  in  order  to  give  one 
State  what  it  needs  under  the  formula, 
whereas  otherwise  $150  million  or  $175 
million  a  year  would  suffice. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  underscore  and  emphasize  what 
the  amendment  provides,  so  the  Record 
will  be  crystal  clear  for  those  who  will 
study  it  during  the  next  few  days. 

The  amendment  pz-ovides  that  75  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  appropriation  shall  be 
within  the  discretion  of  the  Adminis¬ 
trator.  The  other  25  percent,  which  will 
be  allocated  under  the  formula,  will  be 
restricted  by  the  formula  for  6  months; 
and  if  during  the  6  months’  period  the 
States  which  are  entitled  to  participa¬ 
tion  under  the  formula  have  not  used  all 
their  funds,  as  thus  allocated,  then  the 
total  sum  thus  remaining  will  revert  to 
the  75  percent  fund,  which  could  easily 
mean  that  the  Administrator  during  at 
least  6  months  of  the  year  would  have  100 
percent  discretionary  authority,  com¬ 
plete  control,  over  the  entire  appropria¬ 
tion. 

The  purpose  of  the  formula — which, 
by  the  way,  was  discussed  with  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  National  Rural  Electric 
Cooperative  Association  and  with  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis], 
who  has  felt  very  strongly  about  this 
matter — was  to  protect  the  States  which 
as  yet  have  not  been  able  to  catch  up 
with  the  full  development  of  ruz’al  elec¬ 


trification,  and  to  give  them  the  con¬ 
sideration  they  justly  deserve. 

The  second  purpose  of  the  formula  was 
to  make  sure  that  out  of  the  total  ap- 
pi’opriations,  there  would  be  reasonably 
controlled  distribution,  thereby  limiting 
any  one  State  to  not  more  than  25  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  appropriation.  I  think 
that  is  a  rather  fair  limitation. 

Previously,  I  said  that  I,  personally, 
felt  that  we  could  well  support,  and  could 
do  so  with  honor  and  validity,  an  open- 
end  authorization,  so  to  speak,  by  which 
I  mean  removing  all  z-estrictions ;  and 
that  is  what  was  requested  by  the  former 
Administrator  of  the  REA  and  also  by 
the  present  Administrator. 

But  thei'e  are  those  who  feel  that  for 
the  purposes  of  contz-olling  the  appro¬ 
priations,  it  would  be  desirable  to  have  a 
formula  which  would  relieve  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  any  necessity  to  pass  judg¬ 
ment  on  each  and  every  project  contem¬ 
plated,  because  the  formula  will  provide 
that  authority  for  the  REA  Adminis¬ 
trator. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  The  bill,  as  reported, 
as  I  recall — having  read  it  here  on  the 
floor,  since  it  was  called  up — provided 
that  any  unused  or  unallocated  funds 
appropriated  might  go  over  to  a  subse¬ 
quent  year  or  subsequent  years.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  The  amendment,  as 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
as  I  have  read  it  hastily,  does  not  so 
provide. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes ;  it  does. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Does  it? 

Mi’.  HUMPHREY.  Yes;  because  at 
the  end  of  6  months,  if  any  unallocated 
funds  are  available,  they  will  revert  to 
the  general  fund. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  In  other  words,  they 
wall  revert  to  the  75  percent? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  And  the  75  pei'cent 
may  go  over  to  a  subsequent  year  or 
years.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes;  and  the  25 
percent,  if  not  used  during  the  6 
months’  period,  can  also  go  over. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  In  other  words, 
whatever  is  left  at  the  end  of  the  year, 
out  of  the  total  amount,  can  go  over  to 
a  subsequent  year  or  yeaz-s.  Is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mi1.  BARKLEY.  Under  the  amend¬ 
ment,  whatever  is  left  from  the  25  per¬ 
cent  will  go  to  the  75  percent,  and  then 
will  go  over  to  a  subsequent  year  or 
years,  will  it? 

Mi-.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 
So,  Mr.  President,  under  the  discretion 
of  the  Administrator,  the  fund  may  very 
well  build  up,  at  least  if  anything  from 
the  year’s  appropriation  is  left  over.  In 
other  words,  if  the  appropriation  for  the 
fiscal  year  1956,  let  us  say,  was  not  used 
under  the  25  pei'cent  limitation  of  the 
formula,  any  of  the  25  percent  thus  re¬ 
maining  would  go  into  the  category  of 
the  75  percent  of  the  total  appropria¬ 
tion  under  the  discretion  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrator. 


Mr.  BARKLEY.  The  original  bill 
sounded  a  little  simpler. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Because  it  did  not 
provide  for  the  75-percent  and  25-per¬ 
cent  categories.  I  believe  those  cate¬ 
gories  are  responsible  for  a  little  of  the 
confusion  which  has  developed  in  the 
minds  of  Senatoi*s. 

As  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
knows,  I  was  profoundly  in  support  of 
the  original  REA  Act,  and  I  believe  it 
has  provided  one  of  the  greatest  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture.  I 
would  not  wish  to  have  anything  in  its 
operations  restricted  beyond  a  reason¬ 
able  extent.  Therefore,  I  believe  it  is 
wise  for  this  matter  to  go  over  until 
Thursday,  so  that  Senators  may  study  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  Pi-esident,  I  wish  to  say  that  the 
modified  formula,  as  presented,  does 
more  for  the  farmers,  under  the  REA, 
than  the  present  formula  could  ever  do. 
The  modified  formula,  as  presented,  will 
release  millions  of  dollars  of  locked-up 
funds,  and  will  provide  the  Administra¬ 
tor  with  almost  unlimited  authority  to 
use  the  funds  for  developmental  proj¬ 
ects,  but  at  the  same  time  with  insist¬ 
ence,  in  the  best  meaning  of  the  word — 
in  other  words,  with  a  cautious  concern 
on  the  part  of  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Stennis! — that  the  program 
be  deemed  desirable.  That  is  why  the 
amendment  was  submitted. 

Thei-e  are  Senators  who  felt  that  the 
Senate  should  have  a  choice  between  a 
well-considered  formula  and  an  open- 
end  authorization  to  the  Administrator, 
with  no  formula. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  How  is  it  proposed, 
between  now  and  Thursday,  to  obtain 
reports  fi-om  the  administrator  and  the 
farm  cooperatives  whose  views  are  to 
be  sought? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Let  me  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  was  presented  was  developed 
in  cooperation  with  the  representatives 
of  the  National  Rural  Electi-ic  Coopera¬ 
tive  Association.  That  is  the  national 
association. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  I  am  familiar  with 
that  association. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  We  have  not  had 
an  opportunity  to  take  this  particular 
amendment  up  with  the  National  REA 
Administration  under  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  That  is  Mr.  Nelsen. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes.  I  wish  to 
say,  however,  that  I  have  consulted  by 
telephone  with  one  of  the  officers  of  the 
REA,  and  while  the  REA  officials  have 
not  given  their  approval,  they  have  not 
given  a  negative  reaction.  I  feel  that 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  subcommittee,  of 
which  I  am  privileged  to  be  chaizman, 
to  consult  the  REA  officials  in  the 
Department  and  obtain  their  views,  as 
well  as  the  views  of  any  other  agency 
interested.  I  shall  certainly  do  that  be¬ 
tween  now  and  Thursday,  and  present 
those  views  to  the  Senate. 
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Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  ,  and 
other  Senators  who  have  contributed  to 
the  substitute,  which  provides  some  sort 
of  legislative  standard.  I  was  very 
apprehensive  about  the  original  bill, 
which  provided  for  a  lump-sum  author¬ 
ization.  It  is  all  well  and  good  to  say, 
“We  know  that  the  Administrator  will 
not  do  this,  or  will  not  do  that.”  That 
is  the  kind  of  argument  which  brings 
about  government  by  men  rather  than 
government  by  law. 

It  is  the  function  of  the  Congress  to 
provide  some  kind  of  standards,  if  pos¬ 
sible  to  compose  a  standard,  which  will 
give  some  measure  of  protection  to  every 
section  of  the  country. 

It  has  been  almost  the  unbroken  his¬ 
tory  of  Government  that  lump-sum  au¬ 
thorizations,  which  call  for  lump-sum 
appropriations,  without  the  benefit  of 
budget  estimates  as  to  breakdowns,  have 
brought  about  earmarking  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  It  is  much  better  to  have  some 
simple  standard  at  the  outset  than  to 
bring  about  a  wild  scramble  on  the  part 
of  the  members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  and  other  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  to  try  to  have  their  own  particular 
projects  earmarked. 

I  have  handled  appropriations  for  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration  for 
18  or  20  years.  It  is  my  opinion  that  it 
is  much  better  to  have  certain  standards, 
simple  though  they  may  be,  and  even 
though  they  may  be  accompanied  by 
escape  clauses  to  permit  the  funds 
eventually  to  be  channeled  at  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  REA  Administrator,  than 
to  appropriate  $150  million  to  $160  mil¬ 
lion  out  of  hand,  and  say  to  a  par¬ 
ticular  individual,  “Here  it  is;  allocate  it 
as  you  see  fit.” 

In  the  long  run  I  think  it  will  serve 
the  interest  of  all  those  who  are  in¬ 
terested  in  promoting  the  work  of  this 
agency,  which  has,  perhaps,  in  some 
respects  been  the  greatest  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  the  so-called  New  Deal,  and 
which  has  brought  about  more  perma¬ 
nent  good  than  any  other  agency,  to 
have  it  operate  under  certain  simple 
standards.  Certainly,  that  could  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  administration  of  the 
agency  in  any  way,  but  such  standards 
would  serve  to  protect  us  from  a  situa¬ 
tion  in  which  the  Congress  undertakes 
to  ear-mark  funds  in  years  to  come. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia.  Those  are  reassuring 
words.  There  is  no  more  staunch  advo¬ 
cate  or  friend  of  the  REA  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  than  the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  I  respected  his 
judgment  in  this  matter,  and  sought  his 
counsel  and  advice,  as  I  did  that  of  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  StennisI. 
I  feel  that  between  now  and  Thursday, 
if  we  have  an  opportunity  to  look  the 
situation  over,  we  can  reconcile  any  dif¬ 
ferences  there  may  be,  and  report  a  bill 
for  the  good  of  REA.  That  is  what  we 
are  really  interested  in.  We  want  the 
REA  to  move  ahead,  and  not  be  in  any 
way  encumbered  with  standards  or  for¬ 
mulas  which  will  restrict  its  operations. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  if  I  may  have  the  attention  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey],  we  had  another  schedule  for 
Thursday.  It  was  our  understanding 
that  the  pending  bill  would  be  acted 
upon  today.  It  was  the  opinion  of  the 
majority  leader  that  an  agreement  had 
been  reached  between  the  two  Senators 
from  Minnesota  and  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi.  Now  we  are  confronted 
with  a  problem.  It  may  very  well  be 
that  the  conference  report  on  the  re¬ 
ciprocal  trade  extension  bill  will  soon  be 
ready.  We  have  assured  other  Senators 
that  proposed  legislation  in  which  they 
are  interested  will  be  considered  on 
Thursday. 

Is  it  the  opinion  of  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  that  much  time  will 
be  consumed  on  this  subject  on  Thurs¬ 
day? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Let  me  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Texas  that  the  junior 
Senator  from  Minnesota  has  had  a  most 
difficult  assignment  with  this  particular 
bill.  I  have  been  trying  to  reconcile 
some  of  the  conflicts  of  opinion  in  the 
Senate.  I  felt,  and  still  feel,  in  view  of 
the  expression  of  some  of  our  colleagues, 
that  it  would  be  a  bit  unfair  to  a  num¬ 
ber  of  them  to  try  to  remain  in  session 
and  force  a  vote  upon  this  particular 
issue  before  they  have  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  read  the  printed  record  and 
obtain  an  expression  of  views  from  any 
persons  they  may  wish  to  consult. 

Therefore  I  respectfully  request  of  the 
majority  leader  that  the  pending  bill  be 
made  the  first  item  of  business  on 
Thursday,  if  he  can  so  arrange  it,  unless 
a  conference  report  or  some  other  priv¬ 
ileged  matter  intervenes.  I  am  sure  that 
my  senior  colleague  [Mr.  Thye],  who  is 
the  principal  author  of  the  original  bill, 
will  wish  to  expedite  action,  as  will  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  can  as¬ 
sure  the  majority  leader  that  my  debate 
on  the  question  will  certainly  be  limited. 
All  I  wish  to  do  is  to  determine  whether 
anyone  objects  to  the  restriction  which 
would  be  imposed  by  the  proposed 
amendment.  I  wish  to  give  the  REA 
Administration  in  the  Department  an 
opportunity  to  examine  the  amendment 
and  submit  a  report  on  it.  The  reading 
and  explanation  of  the  Department’s 
report  will  constitute  any  argument  I 
desire  to  advance. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  as  one 
of  those  who  have  worked  on  this  sub¬ 
ject,  and  as  one  who  does  not  wish  to 
delay  action  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
delay,  I  feel  compelled  to  serve  notice 
that  I  oppose  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
committee,  and  that  I  reserve  the  right 
to  oppose  it  without  limitation. 

However,  I  think  there  should  be  some 
modification  of  the  present  formula,  and 
I  would  approach  the  subject  with  that 
view  in  mind.  I  am  willing  to  try  to 
agree  on  a  proposal  which  I  think  meets 
the  requirements,  as  reflected  by  the 
present  amendment.  I,  too,  believe  that 
under  the  circumstances  it  would  be  well 
to  postpone  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
the  purposes  suggested. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  have  no  desire  to  rush  the  Sen¬ 
ate  into  action  on  this  bill  or  any  other 


bill.  I  wished  to  inform  Senators  that 
we  had  made  certain  plans  for  Thurs¬ 
day.  I  hope  those  plans  will  not  have  to 
be  entirely  laid  aside  because  of  the  ne¬ 
cessity  of  spending  the  day  on  this  bill. 
If  Senators  who  are  interested  in  the  bill 
can  utilize  tomorrow,  while  the  Senate 
is  in  recess,  to  obtain  the  information 
they  need  and  come  to  an  agreement,  we 
can  spend  a  reasonable  amount  of  time 
on  Thursday  discussing  the  bill  and  try¬ 
ing  to  have  action  taken  upon  it.  If  not, 
we  may  have  to  keep  our  commitments  to 
other  Senators  and  to  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  other  measures. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,'  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
clejrks,  announced  that  the  Speaker  had 
affixed  his  signature  to  the  following  en¬ 
rolled  bills,  and  they  were  signed  by  the 
Acting  President  pro  tempore: 

S.  IU06.  An  act  to  authorize  the  execution 
of  a*eements  between  agencies  of  the 
UnitedVstates  and  other  agencies  and  instru¬ 
mentalities  for  mutual  aid  in  fire  protection, 
and  foriother  purposes;  and 

S.  176&  An  act  relating  to  the  extension 
and  the  knal  liquidation  of  the  Commission 
on  Organisation  of  the  Executive  Branch  of 
the  Government. 


AUTHORITY  TO  SIGN  ENROLLED 
BILES  DURING  RECESS 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Vice  President  or  the  President  pro  tem¬ 
pore  be  authorized  to  sign,  during  the 
recess  following!  today’s  session,  duly  en¬ 
rolled  bills  passed  by  the  two  Houses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  phair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  \  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  I  can  save  time  on  Thursday  by 
placing  certain  material  in  the  Record 
at  this  time.  I  shfyll  require  approxi¬ 
mately  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  \  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida\is  recognized. 

DEDICATION  OF  IVDRTIONS  OF 

INTER-AMERICAN  HIGHWAY  IN 

CENTRAL  AMERICA 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
joint  suggestion  and  invitation  of  the 
Department  of  Commerce  fend  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State,  a  United^tates  dele¬ 
gation  left  Washington  on\  Thursday, 
May  5,  to  participate  in  ceremonies  held 
on  the  Nicaragua-Costa  RicVn  border 
marking  the  opening  of  a  lime  in  the 
Inter-American  Highway  from  Santa 
Cruz,  Costa  Rica,  to  the  Nicaragaan  bor¬ 
der.  The  delegation  consisted  ol 

Representative  George  H.  Fallon, 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Roads,  House  of  Representatives. 

Representative  George  A.  Doitoero, 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Roads,  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

Representative  Tom  Steed,  member  \rf 
the  Subcommittee  on  Roads,  House 
Representatives. 

f  Representative  Walt  Horan,  member, 
Jof  the  Department  of  Commerce  Sub-’ 
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7.  >Qne  hundred  and  fifty-eight  degrees  six 
minuses  seventy-two  feet  along  L.  C.  Aw.  7296 
to  PuhK  along  stone  wall; 

8.  TwoVuindred  and  sixty  degrees  thirty- 
six  minutes  ninety  and  seven-tenths  feet 
along  stoneWall; 

9.  One  hundred  and  ninety-four  degrees 
ten  minutes  sncty-two  and  nine-tenths  feet 
along  stone  wari  along  L.  C.  Aw.  7295  and 
6979-B  :2  to  KeolWa; 

10.  One  hundreds.and  seventy-five  degrees 
fifty-four  minutes \twenty-six  and  nine- 
tenths  feet  along  sto»e  wall; 

11.  Two  hundred  and  fifteen  degrees 
thirty-seven  minutes  fcmy-seven  and  four- 
tenths  feet  along  stone  wash  along  remainder 
of  L.  C.  Aw.  11216:34  to  M. 'Kekauonohi; 

12.  One  hundred  and  seventy-two  degrees 

twently-elght  minutes  forty-eight  and  one- 
tenth  feet  along  same;  \ 

13.  Two  hundred  and  twenty^lx  degrees 
twenty-three  minutes  two  hundred  twenty- 
eight  and  eight-tenths  feet  along  remainder 
of  L.  C.  Aw.  11216:34  to  M.  Kekauohohi  to 
the  south  side  of  fifty-foot  road;  \ 

14.  Two  hundred  and  sixty-four  degrees 

fifty-one  minutes  one  hundred  fifteen  and 
two-tenths  feet  along  the  south  side  of  fiftyv 
foot  road;  \ 

15.  Two  hundred  and  fifty-two  degrees 
thirteen  minutes  two  hundred  and  two- 
tenths  feet  along  same; 

16.  Two  hundred  and  eighty-six  degrees 
thirty  minutes  one  hundred  seventy  and 
nine-tenths  feet  along  same; 

17.  Two  hundred  and  thirty-eight  degrees 
twenty-five  minutes  ninety-two  and  eight- 
tenths  feet  along  same; 

18.  Two  hundred  and  twenty-three  degrees 
one  minute  one  hundred  fourteen  and  four- 
tenths  feet  along  same; 

19.  Three  hundred  and  thirty-eight  de¬ 
grees  forty-nine  minutes  thirty  seconds  four 
thousand  nine  hundred  eighty  and  three- 
tenths  feet  along  the  remainder  of  L.  C.  Aw. 
11216:34  to  M.  Kekauonohi  and  L.  C.  Aw. 
7712 : 1  to  M.  Kekuanaoa  and  passing  over 
a  one  and  one-fourth-inch  pipe  in  con¬ 
crete  monument  at  one  thousand  four  hun¬ 
dred  eigthy-one  and  six-tenths  feet  to  the 
point  of  beginning. 

Area,  one  hundred  sixty-six  and  ninety 
one-hundredths  acres. 

PARCEL  2 

Being  portions  of  L.  C.  Aw.  11216  Apana  34 
to  M.  Kekauonohi,  R.  P.  7874  (Ahupuaa  of 
Honaunau) . 

Beginning  at  a  pipe  in  concrete  at  the 
northeast  corner  of  this  parcel,  the  coordi¬ 
nates  of  said  point  of  beginning  referred  to 
Government  Survey  Triangulation  Station 
“Lae-O-Kanoni”  being  two  thousand  one 
hundred  thirty-nine  feet  south  and  eleven 
thousand  six  hundred  seventeen  and  nine/ 
tenths  feet  east  and  running  by  azimuths 
measured  clockwise  from  true  south:  / 

1.  Three  hundred  fifty-eight  degrees 
twenty-three  minutes  two  hundred/  sixty 
and  four-tenths  feet  along  the  remainder  of 
L.  C.  Aw.  11216:34  to  M.  Kekauonohi; 

2.  Ninety-three  degrees  thirty  n/mutes  two 
hundred  and  sixty-nine  feet  along  the  same, 
along  stone  wall,  along  lot  2  of  the  subdivi¬ 
sion  by  B.  P.  Bishop  estate;  / 

3.  Eighty-two  degrees  no  minutes  three 
hundred  and  eighteen  felet  along  same  to 
the  east  side  of  fifty-foot  road; 

4.  Thence  along  th^east  side  of  fifty-foot 
road,  the  direct  azirrynh  and  distance  being: 
one  hundred  seve/ty-one  degrees  twenty 
minutes  two  hundred  ninety-one  and  five- 
tenths  feet;  / 

5.  Two  hundred  and  seventy  degrees  no 
minutes  six  mmdred  and  twenty  feet  along 
the  remainder  of  L.  C.  Aw.  11216:34  to  M. 
Kekauonoln  to  the  point  of  beginning. 


Area,  three  and  seventy  one -hundredths 
acres. 

Together  with  an  easement  six  feet  wide 
for  a  pipeline  right-of-way  extending  from 
the  Government  road  to  parcel  1,  the  south 
side  of  said  right-of-way  being  described  as 
follows : 

Beginning  at  the  east  end  of  this  right-of- 
way  on  the  common  boundary  of  the  lands 
of  Honaunau  and  Keokea,  the  coordinates 
of  said  point  of  beginning  referred  to  Gov¬ 
ernment  Survey  Triangulation  Station  “Lae- 
O-Kanoni”  being  three  thousand  one  hun¬ 
dred  ninety  and  eight-tenths  feet  south  and 
eleven  thousand  seventy-eight  and  eight- 
tenths  feet  east,  and  running  by  azimuths 
measured  clockwise  from  true  south: 

1.  Eighty  degrees  thirty-six  minutes  five 
seconds  one  hundred  and  seventeen  feet 
along  L.  C.  Aw.  7712:1  to  M.  Kekuanaoa,  to 
the  Triangulation  Station  “Ahupuaa”  of  the 
B.  P.  Bishop  estate; 

2.  Eighty-two  degrees  twenty  minutes 
seven  thousand  two  hundred  eighty-nine 
and  one-tenth  feet  along  same  to  a  one  and 
one-fourth-inch  pipe  in  concrete  monument 
on  the  east  boundary  of  parcel  1  the  co¬ 
ordinates  of  said  point  of  the  end  of  this 
six-foot  right-of-way  referred  to  Government 

.Triangulation  Station  “Lae-O-Kanoni”  being 
Xpur  thousand  one  hundred  eighty-two  and 
four-tenths  feet  south  and  three  thousand 
sevtoi  hundred  thirty-nine  and  four -tenths/ 
feetPeast.  / 

Aresk  one  and  two  one-hundredths  acres. 


Being  portion  of  L.  C.  Aw.  8521-B  tq  G.  D. 
Hueu,  being  portion  of  the  Ahupuaa  of 
Kiilae.  'v  /  t 

Beginning  a\a  one  and  one-hajT-inch  pipe 
in  concrete  monument  called /‘Kalani”  at 
the  northeast  Conner  of  tins  parcel,  the 
southeast  corner  oi\parcel  1  ,/6n  the  common 
boundary  of  the  land  of  Keokea  and  Kiilae, 
the  coordinates  of  saifi  eroint  of  beginning 
referred  to  Government/  Survey  Triangula¬ 
tion  Station  “Lae-O-IC^ioni”  being  seven 
thousand  four  hundred  forty-four  and  eight- 
tenths  feet  south  and  fives,  thousand  three 
and  two-tenths  f/et  east  ahd  running  by 
azimuths  measured  clockwise  from  true 
south :  /  \ 

1.  Three  hundred  thirty  eight  degrees 
forty-nine  nnnutes  thirty  seconds 'five  hun¬ 
dred  ninet/five  and  four-tenths  fefct  along 
the  remainder  of  L.  C.  Aw.  8521-B  t\  G.  D. 
Hueu  t c/  the  eight  thousand  foot  south  co¬ 
ordinates  line  referred  to  Government  SuWey 
Triangulation  Station  “Lae-O-Kanoni”;  \ 

2/Ninety  degrees  no  minutes  one  thousand 
nj/ety-nine  and  seven-tenths  feet  along' 
same  and  along  said  eight  thousand  foot 
/south,  coordinates  line  and  across  school 
grant  7  Apana  6  to  high-water  mark; 

3.  Thence  along  high-water  mark,  along 
sea,  the  direct  azimuth  and  distance  being: 
two  hundred  six  degrees  thirty-three  minutes 
thirty  seconds  four  hundred  eighty-two  and 
nine-tenths  feet; 

4.  Two  hundred  fifty-nine  degrees  thirty- 
three  minutes  fifteen  seconds  six  hundred 
eighty  feet  along  L.  C.  Aw.  7712:1  to  M.  Ke¬ 
kuanaoa  and  passing  over  a  rock  called  Ku- 
waia,  marked  K+K  at  six  and  eight-tenths 
feet  to  the  point  of  beginning. 

Area,  ten  and  twenty-five  one -hundredths 
acres. 

Sec.  2.  Upon  the  vesting  of  title  in  the 
United  States  to  such  lands  as  may  be  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as 
necessary  and  suitable  for  historical  park 
purposes  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  section  1  of  this  act,  the  City  of  Refuge 
National  Historical  Park  shall  be  established 
by  order  of  the  said  Secretary,  which  shall  be 
published  in  the  Federal  Register.  Any 
other  lands  within  the  area  described  above 


shall  become  a  part  of  the  national  historical 
park  upon  the  vesting  of  title  thereto  in  tire 
United  States  and  upon  publication  ofyren 
appropriate  supplemental  order  by  the/aid 
Secretary  in  the  Federal  Register.  / 

Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  procure,  by  donation  or  Purchase, 
with  any  funds  that  may  be  available  for  that 
purpose,  lands  and  interests  in  lands  which 
may  be  needed  for  the  City  of  Refuge  Na¬ 
tional  Historical  Park  within/  the  area  de¬ 
scribed  in  section  1  hereof./ 

Sec.  4.  In  order  to  cooperate  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  /n  consolidating  in 
Federal  ownership  land/within  the  area  de¬ 
scribed  above,  and  to  facilitate  acquisition  of 
the  lands  needed  toy  the  national  historical 
park,  the  Governor/of  the  Territory  of  Ha¬ 
waii  is  also  authorized  to  acquire  lands  for 
said  park,  at  th/expense  of  the  Territory  of 
Hawaii  by  exchange  or  otherwise,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  procedure  prescribed  by  the  act 
of  Februarw/27,  1920  (41  Stat.  452). 

Sec.  5.  The  City  of  Refuge  National  His¬ 
torical  Park  shall  be  administered  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  subject  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act  of  August  25,  1916  (39 
Stat/535;  16  U.  S.  C.,  1946  edition,  secs.  1-4), 
as  /mended  and  supplemented,  and  such  ad¬ 
ditional  authority  compatible  therewith  as  is 
Contained  in  the  act  of  August  21,  1935  (49 
73tat.  666;  16  U.  S.  C.,  1946  edition,  secs.  461- 
467),  with  regard  to  preservation  of  historic 
sites  and  objects  of  national  significance. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


BULK  PURCHASE  OF  FEDERAL  FARM 
MORTGAGE  CORPORATION  AS¬ 
SETS  BY  FEDERAL  LAND  BANKS 

\  The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S.  941)  to 
aniend  section  13  of  the  Federal  Farm 
Loan  Act,  as  amended,  to  authorize  the 
Fedmsal  land  banks  to  purchase  certain 
remaining  assets  of  the  Federal  Farm 
Mortgage  Corporation. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  re¬ 
serving  the  rr&ht  to  object,  I  would  like 
to  ask  some  member  of  the  committee  if 
the  conditions  under  which  the  assets  of 
the  Federal  FarnrMortgage  Corporation 
can  be  purchased  rniwe  been  set  out?  If 
there  is  no  one  present  to  answer  the 
question,  Mi'.  Speaker\l  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  bill  be  passed  over  with¬ 
out  prejudice.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  A  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlemandrom  Mas¬ 
sachusetts?  \ 

There  was  no  objection,  \ 


ELIMINATION  OF  LIMITATIONS  ON 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  LOAN 

FUNDS 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  5376) 
to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936,  as  amended. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  this  bill  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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RELIEF  of  JEFFERSON  AND  PLAQUE - 
jyfXNEfi  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT,  LOU¬ 
ISIANA, 

The  Cler^ycalled  the  hill  (H.  R.  1768) 
for  the  relief  of  the  Jefferson  and  Plaque¬ 
mines  DrainagXpistrict  and  certain  pei  - 
sons  whose  properties  abut  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Governments  right-of-way  for 
Harvey  Canal  in  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BYRNES  ofy  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
this  bill  be  passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 


SUBPENA  POWER  FOR  COMMODITY 
EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY  \ 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  45LD 
to  strengthen  the  investigation  provi\ 
sions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object,  I 
would  like  to  ask  some  Member  certain 
questions  about  this  bill.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this  bill 
be  passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ne¬ 
braska? 

There  was  no  objection. 


MILITARY  PERSONNEL  AND  CIVIL¬ 
IAN  EMPLOYEES’  CLAIMS  ACT  OF 
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The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  5650) 
to  provide  for  the  setlement  of  claims  of 
military  personnel  and  civilian  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Federal  Government  for 
damage  to,  or  loss,  destruction,  capture, 
or  abandonment  of,  personal  property 
occurring  incident  to  their  service,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  bill,  H.  R. 
5650,  be  recommitted  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary  for  further  study. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AUTHORIZING  SETTLEMENT  OF/ 
CLAIMS  OF  PATIENTS  / 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  Ry5787) 
to  authorize  settlement  of  claims  for 
residential  structures  heretofore  erected 
at  the  expense  of  patients  on  the  grounds 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  hospital, 
Carville,  La.  / 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows:/ 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  Tb&t  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30/l956,  not  to  exceed 
$25,000  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  to  settle  or  com¬ 
promise  all  claims  by  various  persons  of 
right  or  title  to  xr  interest  in  certain  struc¬ 
tures  (including  furniture  and  fixtures 
therein)  whicn  were  erected  prior  to  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1954J5y  patients  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  hospital  at  Carville,  La.,  at  their 
own  expose  on  the  grounds  of  the  hospital. 


Such  claims  may  be  settled  or  compromised, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services,  for  such  amounts  as  may 
be  arrived  at  by  agreement  between  the 
Secretary  and  the  persons  claiming  such 
right,  title,  or  interest.  Nothing  in  this  act 
shall  effect  the  authority  of  the  Attorney 
General  to  conduct  litigation  affecting  the 
United  States,  and  no  funds  available  for 
purposes  of  this  act  shall  be  available  for 
paying  any  judgment  or  settlement  arising 
out  of  any  such  litigation. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


AMENDING  SECTION  1721,  TITLE  18, 
UNITED  STATES  CODE 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  5417) 
to  amend  section  1721,  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  relating  to  the  sale  or  pledge 
of  postage  stamps. 

v  There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

B&  it  enacted,  etc..  That  section  1721,  title 
18,  United  States  Code,  is  hereby  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“§  172lASale  or  pledge  of  stamps  / 

“Whoevta',  being  a  postmaster  or  poaral 
service  employee,  knowingly  and  willf/ly; 
uses  or  disposes  of  postage  stamps,  stamped 
envelopes,  or  postal  cards  entrustedVxo  his 
care  or  custody\n  the  payment  of  debts,  or 
in  the  purchase\of  merchandise/or  other 
salable  articles,  orVpledges  or  hypothecates 
the  same  or  sells  orNlisposes  of /them  except 
for  cash;  or  sells  ok  disposes  of  postage 
stamps  or  postal  cards  por  any  larger  or  less 
sum  than  the  values  indicated  on  their  faces; 
or  sells  or  disposes  of  stad&ed  envelopes  for 
a  larger  or  less  sum  than/is\harged  therefor 
by  the  Post  Office  DeparxmenXfor  like  quan¬ 
tities;  or  sells  or  disposes  of  postage  stamps, 
stamped  envelopes, />r  postal  Ards  at  any 
point  or  place  outside  of  the  delivery  of  the 
office  where  such  .postmaster  or  otnto  person 
is  employed;  or  for  the  purpose  of  increasing 
the  emoluments,  or  compensation  of  the 
postmaster  o y  any  employee  of  a  post  Isffice 
or  station  or  branch  thereof,  inflates  or  in¬ 
duces  the/inflation  of  the  receipts  of  any 
post  office  or  any  station  or  branch  thereof^ 
or  sell/  or  disposes  of  postage  stamps, 
stamped  envelopes,  or  postal  cards,  otherwise 
than/as  provided  by  law  or  the  regulations 
of  the  Post  Office  Department;  shall  be  fined 
noa  more  than  $500  or  imprisoned  not  more 
than  1  year,  or  both.” 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment  : 

Page  1,  line  7,  strike  out  “willfully”  and 
insert  "willfully:”. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 

to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


LOWERING  LIGHTHOUSE  SERVICE 
RETIREMENT  AGE 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  3399) 
to  lower  the  age  requirements  with  re¬ 
spect  to  optional  retirement  of  persons 
serving  in  the  Coast  Guard  who  served 
in  the  former  lighthouse  service. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  this  bill  may  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice. 


Tire  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  tis 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan?  / 

There  was  no  objection.  / 


AUTHORIZE  EARLY  COAST/GUARD 
DISCHARGES  / 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill/H.  R.  5224) 
to  amend  title  14,  Uniteci  States  Code, 
entitled  “Coast  Guard,”  to  authorize  cer¬ 
tain  early  discharges /of  enlisted  per¬ 
sonnel.  / 

There  being  no  (Objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  me.,  That  the  analysis  of 
chapter  11  of  ti/e  14,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by /inserting  following  and  un¬ 
derneath  item/369  in  such  analysis,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  item/ 

"370.  Discharge  within  3  months  before  ex¬ 
piration  of  enlistment.” 

Sec.  y.  Chapter  11  of  title  14,  United  States 
Code,  As  amended  by  inserting,  immediately 
following  section  369  thereof,  a  new  section, 
as  follows; 

/  370.  Discharge  within  3  months  before  ex- 
/  piration  of  enlistment. 

“Under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  any  enlisted  man  may  be  discharged 
at  any  time  within  3  months  before  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  his  term  of  enlistment  or  ex¬ 
tended  enlistment  without  prejudice  to  any 
right,  privilege,  or  benefit  that  he  would  have 
received,  except  pay  and  allowances  for  the 
unexpired  period  not  served,  or  to  which  he 
would  thereafter  become  entitled,  had  he 
served  his  full  term  of  enlistment  or  extended 
enlistment.” 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
"A  bill  to  amend  title  14,  United  States 
Code,  entitled  ‘Coast  Guard’,  to  authorize 
certain  early  discharges  of  enlisted  per¬ 
sonnel,  and  preserve  their  rights,  privi¬ 
leges,  and  benefits.” 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


RETIREMENT  OF  CERTAIN  OFFI- 
\  CERS  IN  COAST  GUARD 

UTie  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  5875) 
to  amend  title  14,  United  States  Code, 
entitled  “Coast  Guard,”  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  involuntary  retirement  of 
certain  officers,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present\onsideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  would  like 
to  inquire  of  they author  of  this  bill  or 
some  member  of  the  committee  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  it.  \ 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  this  bill  may  be  paased  over  without 
prejudice.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  therH.  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlemanSfrom  Iowa? 
There  was  no  objection.  \ 


INCORPORATION  OF  ARMYVAND 
NAVY  LEGION  OF  VALOR  \ 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  378^> 
to  authorize  the  incorporation  of  ArmV 
and  Navy  Legion  of  Valor  of  the  United 
States  of  America. 
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HIGHLIGHT'S:  Senate  passed  bills  t\>:  modify  REA  formula  on  funds;  create  Joint  Bud¬ 
get  Cemmiotee;  increase  per-diem  and  mileage  allowances;  provide  additional  surplus 
property  for  education  and  health  agencies.  Senate  committee  reported  bill  tc  re- 
duoe  interest  on  disaster  loans  to  3%\Htuse  Rules  Committee  cleared  bills  for  dona- 
tions  of  surplus  commodities  and  for  L^ans  to  small  reclamation  projects.  House  ocm- 
mijtee  reported  bill  to  inorease  per-^aiei^  allowances.  House  debated  reserve  forces 
hill.  Rep*  Hclifield  oriticized  admdmi strati on Ts  farm  program.  Rep.  Sohceppel  in¬ 
troduced  and  discussed  bill  for  70/^ wheat  price  ’'supports  if  quotas  are  rejected# 

Sen.  Humphrey  criticized  administration’s  feSsm  program. 

S^jjfrTE 

1.  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION,  Passed  with  amendment  S.  153,  to  modify  the  formula  for 

distribution  of  REA  funds  (pp.  5627-30).  Agreed  to  a  clarified  version  of  the 
Humphrey  amendment,- which  provides  as  follows;  Retains  but  modifies  the  State 
allotment  formula  by  making  25$  (instead  of  50$)  of  the  annual  loan  fund  appro-  .. 
priations  subject  to  State  allotment  on  the  basis  of  unelectrified  farms  during 
the  first  six  months  of  the  fiscal  year.  Thereafter  the  unexpended  or  unobligat  • 
ed  funds  would  be  merged  with  the  remaining  75$  of  the  annual  loan  funds  which 
would  be  available  without  allotment,  with  not  more  than  25$  of  unalloted  annual 
loan  funds  to  be  employed  in  any  one  State,  or  in  all  of  the  Territories.  Loan 
funds  which  are  not  loaned  or  obligated  may  be  carried  over  to  following  years,  . 
under  the  amendment,  but  not  more  than  25$  of  such  funds  could  be  used  in  any 
one  State  or  in  all  of  the  Territories. 

SURP]  <JS  PROPERTY.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  3322,  which  provides  as\follows: 

Ires  that  surplus  personal  property  carried  in  a  working  capital  or  similar 
in  any  Federal  agency  shall  be  considered  for  donation  to  educational  or 
wealth  institutions  on  the  same  basis  as  surplus  personal  property  which  is  not 
carried  in  such  a  fund.  Authorizes  HEW  to  arrange  for  Federal  and  StateSazencies 
in  carrying  out  their  surplus— proper ty  responsibili  ties,  to  use  each  other\s 


ilities,  services,  etc.  rakes  other  provisions  regarding  administration 
program  by  HEW.  (p.  5637.) 


3. 


BUDGETINGS  Passed  without  amendment  S.  which  provides  as  follows: 

Establishes  a  Joint  Committee  on  the  Budget  composed  of  members  of  the  Approg/ia 
tions  Committees.  The  Joint  Committee  would  obtain  information  for  the  Ap; 
priations  Committees,  make  recommendations  to  the  legislative  committees,  /old 
hearings,  make  personnel  available  to  the  Appropriations  Committees,  etc 
Requires  that  the  annual  budget  include  an  analysis  of  all  active  long-itferm 
construction  programs  authorized  by  Congress,  showing  for  each  the  total 
estirated  cost,  the  estimated  expenditures  during  prior,  current,  ensuing,  and 
subsequent  fiscal ^ears,  and  that  all  grant-in-aid  programs  be  included  in  the 
analysis  covering  grants  of  indefinite  duration.  Provides  for  meifibers  of  the 
Budget  Bureau  staff  to  be  assigned  to  attend  executive  sessions/of  the  appro¬ 
priations  subcommittees  as  may  be  required.  Directs  the  Comptroller  General 
to  make  investigations  Wid  reports  for  tie  Joint  Committee  upbn  request.  Pro¬ 
vides  that  all  committees  recommending  legislation  which  wphld  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  must  include  in\their  reports  estimates  as  to  the  initial  cost  of  the 
project  or  programs  and  their  continuing  cost  over  the  succeeding  5  years, 
based  on  estimates  from  the  department  or  agency  primarily  concerned,  after 
review  by  the  Budget  Bureau.  \  Authorizes  tie  Joint  ConjrmLttee  to  recommend  joirrt^ 
hearings  on  appropriation  bills,  (pp.  5637-9.) 

maximum 

TRAVEL  EXPENSES.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  1580,  to  increase/per-diem  and  mileage 
allowances  (pp.  5645-6).  S.  1795,  on  the  same  subject,  was  indefinitely  post¬ 
poned.  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen,  Johns oh  to  decrease  the  maximum  per-diem 
allowance,  as  provided  in  the  committee  bill,  from  ;>13  to $2.  Sen.  Johnson  said 
this  amendment  was  proposed  because  a  hi 2  maximum  was  provided  in  the  recent 
military  pay  bill.  As  passed  by  the  Senate,  the  bill  raises  the  maximum  per- 
diem  rate  from  :$9  to  -12,  and  the  maximum  mileage  rates,  for  the  use  c£  private 
motorcycles  and  automobiles,  from  4  apd  7  agents  to  6  and  10  cents,  respectively, 

5.  FARM  IOANS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
S.  1755,  to  reduce  from  5$  to  3%  the  interest\rate  on  disaster  loans  made  by 
this  Department  (S.  Rept.  363) (ph  5603).  \ 


4. 


6.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendme-  ' 
S.  180,  to  authorize  the  Washita  River  Basin  reclamation  project,  Okla.  (S.Reprr. 
361) (p.  5603).  /  \ 

The  Committee  also  reported  with  amendment  H.  R .\  103 ,  to  provide  for  con¬ 
struction  ofddistribution  systems  on  authorized  Federal  reclamation  projects  by 
irrigation  districts  a'nd  other  public  agencies  (S.  Rept.  362) (p.  56C3). 


7.  POSTAL  PAY  BILL.  Received  from  the  President  a  veto  message  on  this  bill,  S< 
(pp.  5625-6) (S.  Doc.  44).  v 


8.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Aen,  Humphrey  criticized  the  administration's  f^m  program,  claim-j 
ing  that  it  ^s  adversely  affecting  farm  income,  and  said  insufficient  progress 
has  been  made  in  foreign  surplus  disposal  (pp.  5643-5). 


9.  WAR  POM 


Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  4052,  vfhich  authorizes  the  President 
to  authorize  Government  departments  and  agencies,  if  engaged  in  national  defense, 
to  enter  into  contracts  without  bidding,  etc.  The  bill  would  continuk  this 
authority,  under  Title  II  of  the  First  War  Powers  Act,  for  2  years,  unWl  June 
30-,  1957.  (p.  5641.)  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


10 /LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  It  was  agreed  that  debate  on  the  road  bill  will  begiri  to¬ 
day  and  that  a  vote  to  override  the  veto  of  the  postal  pay  bill  will  be  taken 
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lions  by  the  junior  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Jackson]. 

YjNText,  Calendar  No.  358,  Senate  Reso¬ 
lution  102,  conferring  jurisdiction  on 
thAcourt  of  Claims  to  hear,  determine, 
andVrender  judgment  on  the  claim  of 
the  Keorge  D.  Emery  Co.  That  resolu¬ 
tion  Yas  reported  from  the  Committee 
on  thA  Judiciary  by  the  senior  Senator 
from  west  Virginia  [Mr.  Kilgore], 

NextACalendar  359,  Senate  bill  4052, 
continuing  in  effect  the  provisions  of 
title  II  otf  the  First  War  Powers  Act, 
1941.  ThVt  bill  was  also  reported  from 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Kilgore].  \ 

Next,  Calendar  No.  360,  Senate  bill  33, 
relative  to  thAexploration,  location,  and 
entry  of  mineral  lands  within  the  Fap- 
ago  Indian  ReYrvation.  The  bill  was 
reported  from  the  Committee  on  Inte¬ 
rior  and  InsulaA  Affairs  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater]  . 

Next,  Calendar  No.  362,  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  67,  authorizing  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  to  sell  certain  vessels  to 
citizens  of  the  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  to  provide  for\the  rehabilitation 
of  the  interisland  commerce  of  the  Phil¬ 
ippines.  The  bill  wasVi'eported  by  the 
able  chairman  of  the  Cmnmittee  on  In¬ 
terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson],  \ 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  most  of  the  measures  S  have  enu¬ 
merated  will  not  require  \any  great 
amount  of  time.  There  willXbe  an  ex¬ 
planation  of  each  of  them,  And  there 
will  be  some  discussion  of  them;  but  I 
understand  there  is  no  greatycontro- 
versy  about  any  of  them.  \ 

In  the  case  of  every  measure  \  have 
listed,  I  have  consulted  the  minority 
leader.  I  have  asked  the  staff  to\not- 
ify  the  Senators  who  are  interested  in 
the  measures  referred  to,  and  when  tune 
permits,  we  wish  to  have  the  Senate 
proceed  to  their  consideration.  I  shouVl 
like  all  Senators  to  be  aware  of  the  cor\ 
templated  program.  * 


AMENDMENT  OF  RURAL  ELECTRIFI¬ 
CATION  ACT  OF  1936 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  153)  to  amend  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  submitted  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  bill,  as  amended. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  junior  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey]  is  now  present  in  the 


Chamber.  During  the  period  when  the 
Senate  was  in  recess  I  was  informed  that 
an  agreement  had  been  reached  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  amendment  offered  by 
him  a  few  days  ago.  I  should  like  to 
have  the  junior  Senator  from  Minnesota 
make  a  statement  for  the  Record.  In 
the  meantime,  we  shall  notify  other  Sen¬ 
ators.  It  is  somewhat  difficult  to  get  all 
Senators  who  are  for  or  against  an 
amendment  and  Senators  who  agree  on 
an  amendment  in  the  Chamber  at  the 
same  time.  If  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  will  make  a  statement  about  what 
has  happened,  and  what  the  amend¬ 
ment  as  modified  now  provides,  perhaps 
my  colleagues  can  reach  other  Senators 
who  are  interested.  I  want  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  to  give  the  Senate  as¬ 
surances  with  respect  to  certain  conver¬ 
sations  he  has  had  with  other  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey], 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  at  this  time  to  read  for  the 
purpose  of  the  Record  and  for  general 
discussion  and  understanding  a  letter 
which  I  have  received  this  morning  from 
Mr.  Earl  L.  Butz,  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  dated  May  19.  This  letter 
follows  a  conversation  which  I  had  last 
evening  with  the  Administrator  of  the 
Rural  Eectrification  Administration, 
Mr.  Ancher  Nelsen,  in  which  Mr.  Nelsen 
agreed  to  support  the  amendment  which 
has  been  offered,  with  a  certain  clarify¬ 
ing  modification. 

The  proposed  modification  of  the 
amendment  does  not  change  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  amendment  which  I  offered 
on  Tuesday.  It  merely  clarifies  the  lan¬ 
guage  and  transposes  certain  language 
to  a  more  appropriate  place  within  the 
amendment.  I  shall  send  to  the  desk  the 
amendment  which  I  should  like  to  have 
made  the  pending  question,  to  replace 
the  amendment  previously  offered  by  me, 
designated  “5-17-55-A.”  I  repeat  that 
the  modification  or  clarification  does  not 
in  any  sense  change  the  substance  of  the 
amendment  which  I  offered  on  Tuesday, 
but  merely  realines  the  language  and 
makes  it  much  more  clear  and  under¬ 
standable. 

I  now  withdraw  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  and  offer  the  amendment  which  I 
send  to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  previously  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  is  withdrawn. 
The  amendment  now  offered  will  be 
stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed 
to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert  the  following: 

That  subsections  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended 
(7  U.  S.  C.  903  (c) ,  (d) ,  and  (e) )  are  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  Twenty-five  percent  of  the  annual 
sums  herein  made  available  or  appropriated 
for  loans  for  rural  electrification  pursuant 
to  sections  4  and  5  of  this  title  shall  be 
allotted  yearly  by  the  Administrator  for 
loans  in  the  several  States  in  the  proportion 
which  the  number  of  their  farms  not  then 
receiving  central  station  electric  service  bears 


to  the  total  number  of  farms  of  the  United 
States  not  then  receiving  such  service:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  if  any  part  of  such  sums  are  not 
loaned  or  obligated  during  the  first  6  months 
of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  are  made 
available,  such  part  shall  thereafter  be  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  by  the  Administrator  without 
allotment :  Provided,  however,  That  not  more 
than  25  percent  of  said  sums  may  be  em¬ 
ployed  in  any  one  State  or  in  all  of  the  Ter¬ 
ritories. 

“The  Administrator  shall  within  90  days 
after  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year  deter¬ 
mine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States 
the  number  of  farms  not  then  receiving  such 
service. 

“(d)  The  remaining  75  percent  of  such 
annual  sums  shall  be  available  for  rural  elec¬ 
trification  loans  in  the  several  States  and  in 
the  Territories,  without  allotment  as  here¬ 
inabove  provided  in  such  amounts  for  each 
State  and  Territory  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Administrator,  may  be  effectively  employed 
for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  and  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  section  7 :  Provided,  how¬ 
ever,  That  not  more  than  25  percent  of  said 
unallotted  annual  sums  may  be  employed  in 
any  one  State,  or  in  all  of  the  Territories. 

“(e)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made 
available  for  the  purposes  of  this  act  are  not 
loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year  for 
which  they  are  made  available,  such  unex¬ 
pended  or  unobligated  sums  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the 
following  year  or  years  without  allotment: 
Provided,  however.  That  not  more  than  25 
percent  of  said  sums  for  rural  electrification 
loans  may  be  employed  in  any  one  State  or 
in  all  of  the  Territories.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  such  act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “10  percent”  and  inserting  “25 
percent.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute, 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey]. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  intro¬ 
duced  S.  153  because  it  was  recognized 
that  there  was  no  need  for  earmarking 
funds.  The  only  question  now  is  with 
reference  to  areas  or  communities  where 
there  is  need  for  rural  electrification 
and  for  REA  associations;  and  once  a 
community  can  justify  its  ability  to  pay 
back,  the  funds  are  always  made  avail¬ 
able.  There  is  no  question  today  about 
whether  funds  should  be  earmarked. 

I  discussed  the  amendment  offered  by 
my  colleague  with  the  Director  of  REA, 
Ancher  Nelsen,  last  evening,  and  today 
I  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Earl  L.  Butz, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  dated  May  19. 

I  understand  an  identical  letter  was 
received  by  my  junior  colleague.  I  was 
informed  that  both  of  us  received  the 
same  letter. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  does  not  materially  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  amendment.  It  feels  it 
would  be  far  better  than  the  restrictions 
imposed  on  REA  in  the  present  admin¬ 
istrative  act.  Therefore,  in  order  that 
we  may  obtain  action  on  the  question 
without  lengthy  debate,  I  am  willing  to 
accept  the  amendment. 

Every  one  of  us  has  uppermost  in  his 
mind  the  welfare  of  REA.  All  of  us  are 
trying  to  make  it  function  100  percent 
in  every  State  and  in  every  community. 
If  there  is  a  fear  on  the  part  of  some 
that  certain  communities  may  be  placed 
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in  jeopardy  because  of  lack  of  funds, 
and  if  that  fear  is  allayed  by  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment,  I  have  no  objection 
to  the  adoption  of  the  amendment,  and 
as  the  author  of  S.  153  I  accept  the 
amendment.  I  have  discussed  it  with 
the  cosponsors  of  the  bill,  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]. 
I  know  that  REA  will  be  improved  by 
the  adoption  of  this  amendment.  I  am 
sure  that  at  some  future  time  that 
all  restrictions  on  REA  funds  will  be 
removed. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  my  col¬ 
league.  I  join  with  him  in  saying  that 
the  whole  purpose  of  the  amendment 
and  of  the  bill  introduced  by  my  senior 
colleague  is  to  improve  and  to  strengthen 
rural  electrification.  It  is  the  feeling  of 
the  junior  Senator  from  Minnesota  that 
the  pending  amendment  upon  which  the 
Senate  will  shortly  vote,  will  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  rural  electrification 
program. 

As  the  senior  Senator  from  Minnesota 
has  stated  his  desire,  it  is  my  hope  also 
that  at  a  later  date,  when  the  States 
which  have  not  progressed  as  far  as 
other  States  have  with  their  initial  REA 
development  have  caught  up,  we  will  be 
able  to  remove  all  restrictions.  The  ob¬ 
jective  of  the  bill  introduced  by  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye], 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken], 
and  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  ,  is  deserving  and  worthy.  I  had 
hoped  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  would 
be  on  the  floor  at  this  time. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  discussed  the  matter  with  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi.  He  is  agree¬ 
able  to  the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  discussed  the  matter 
with  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  on  the 
floor  earlier  today.  I  told  him  that  I 
was  prepared  to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the  let¬ 
ter  from  Mr.  Earl  L.  Butz,  Assistant  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
dated  May  19,  1955,  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Department  op  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  May  19,  1955. 
Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Humphrey:  This  is  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  your  request  for  our  views  on  the 
revision  of  S.  153  which  was  offered  in  the 
Senate  on  May  17. 

As  we  understand  it,  it  is  now  proposed 
to  modify  the  State  allotment  formula  as  it 
now  appears  in  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
so  that  25  (in  place  of  50)  percent  of  the 
annual  electrification  loan  funds  shall  be 
allotted  among  the  States  in  proportion  to 
the  number  of  unelectrified  farms.  The  re¬ 
maining  75  percent  could  be  loaned  without 
allotment,  subject  to  the  limitation  that 
not  more  than  25  (in  place  of  10)  percent 
thereof  may  be  employed  in  any  one  State. 
The  effect  of  the  proposed  amendment  of 
subsection  (e)  would  be  to  release  that  part 
of  the  funds  subject  to  State  allotment 
which  had  hot  been  obligated  or  loaned  dur¬ 
ing  the  first  6  months  of  the  fiscal  year  for 
which  they  are  made  available  so  that  they 
may  be  loaned  in  any  State  subject  only  to 
the  25-percent  limitation.  All  funds  not 


loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  they  are  made  available  would  be 
carried  over  and  be  available  for  loan  in 
subsequent  years  in  any  State  without  allot¬ 
ment  subject  only  to  the  25-percent  limi¬ 
tation. 

The  proposed  revision  will  afford  greater 
flexibility  in  the  administration  of  the  elec¬ 
trification  loan  program  than  is  possible 
under  the  existing  State  allotment  formula. 
Applying  the  revised  allotment  formula  to 
the  electrification  loan  funds  carried  in  the 
1956  appropriations,  and  using  electrified 
farms  as  of  July  1,  1954,  as  the  formula  base, 
we  believe  that  the  revised  formula  will 
permit  the  making  of  any  loans  for  which 
applications  are  now  on  hand  or  which  to 
our  knowledge  are  being  worked  upon  in  the 
field. 

We  would  prefer,  for  the  reasons  presented 
to  the  subcommittee  which  conducted  hear¬ 
ings  on  S.  153,  that  the  administration  of  the 
loan  program  be  placed  on  the  basis  of 
actual  needs  for  funds  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  act  rather  than  on  a  formula 
which  is  based  on  the  ratio  of  unelectrified 
farms,  a  factor  which  is  not  determinative 
of  needs  today.  We  shall,  of  course,  carry 
out  to  the  best  of  our  ability  any  statutory 
directive  received  from  the  Congress. 

It  would  help  to  clarify  the  intent  of  the 
proposed  amendment  if  it  were  revised  to 
read  as  follows: 

(c)  “Twenty-five  percent  of  the  annual 
sums  herein  made  available  or  appropriated 
for  loans  for  rural  electrification  pursuant 
to  sections  4  and  5  of  this  title  shall  be 
allotted  yearly  by  the  Administrator  for  loans 
in  the  several  States  in  the  proportion  which 
the  number  of  their  farms  not  then  receiving 
central  station  electric  service  bears  to  the 
total  number  of  farms  of  the  United  States 
not  then  receiving  such  service:  Provided, 
That  if  any  part  of  such  sums  are  not  loaned 
cr  obligated  during  the  first  6  months  of  the 
fiscal  year  for  which  they  are  made  available, 
such  part  shall  thereafter  be  available  for 
loans  by  the  Administrator  without  allot¬ 
ment:  Provided,  however.  That  not  more 
than  25  percent  of  said  sums  may  be  em¬ 
ployed  in  any  one  State,  or  in  all  of  the  Terri¬ 
tories.  The  Administrator  shall  within  90 
days  after  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year 
determine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United 
States  the  number  of  farms  not  then  receiv¬ 
ing  such  service." 

(d)  No  change. 

(e)  “If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made 
available  for  the  purposes  of  this  act  are  not 
loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year  for 
which  they  are  made  available,  such  unex¬ 
pended  or  unobligated  sums  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the 
following  year  or  years  without  allotment: 
Provided,  however.  That  not  more  than  25 
percent  of  said  sums  for  rural  electrification 
loans  may  be  employed  in  any  one  State  or 
all  of  the  Territories." 

It  would  be  helpful,  if,  during  the  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  bill,  attention  is  drawn  to  the 
effect  of  the  formula  on  the  reserve  or  con¬ 
tingency  authorizations  such  as  have  been 
included  in  the  REA  loan  items  in  recent 
years.  In  the  event  S.  153  is  enacted  prior 
to  June  30,  1955,  with  the  allotment  formula 
revised  as  proposed,  we  would  interpret  the 
amendment  as  freeing  the  current  reserve 
authorization  of  $35  million,  if  it  is  drawn 
upon,  as  well  as  to  any  other  unobligated 
funds,  from  the  State  allotment  restrictions, 
since  the  first  6  months  of  fiscal  1955  have 
already  elapsed.  Further,  with  respect  to  the 
reserve  loan  authorization  of  $100  million 
provided  for  fiscal  1956,  in  the  event  these 
funds  are  not  drawn  upon  until  after  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1955,  we  would  consider  them  avail¬ 
able  for  loan  free  of  the  State  allotment  for¬ 
mula  and  subject  only  to  the  25-percent 
limitation. 

We  believe  this  is  a  reasonable  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  effect  of  the  proposed  language 
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with  respect  to  these  funds  under  the  ap¬ 
plicable  language  of  the  appropriation  acts. 
However,  if  it  is  questioned,  we  would  prefer 
that  it  be  clarified  now  for  our  guidance  in 
administering  the  act. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Earl  L.  Butz, 
Assistant  Secretary. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  hope  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  agreed  to  and  the  bill 
passed. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  merely  wish  to  say  that  I 
am  happy  to  see  that  a  solution  of  the 
difficulty  has  been  reached.  I  have  felt 
for  some  time  that  there  was  need  for 
greater  leeway  in  the  handling  of  REA 
funds  in  the  discretion  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrator. 

A  year  ago,  when  we  had  before  us  the 
question  of  voting  additional  funds  for 
loans  by  REA,  I  voted  for  the  additional 
$35  million  for  the  discretionary  fund 
because  I  felt  the  additional  sum  was 
needed.  My  reason  for  so  voting  is  the 
same  reason  which  leads  me  to  vote  for 
the  bill  at  this  time.  It  is  to  permit  the 
Administrator  to  place  the  greatest  em¬ 
phasis  where  the  greatest  need  exists. 
Therefore,  I  am  glad  to  vote  for  the  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
agreed  with  the  point  made  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  that  the  REA 
formula  needed  some  modifications  to 
meet  the  realities.  However,  I  have  never 
agreed,  and  do  not  agree  now,  that  the 
formula  ought  to  be  abolished.  In  fact, 
I  believe  that  would  be  a  serious  mistake, 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  REA  asso¬ 
ciations.  It  is  unfortunate  that  those 
who  undertook  to  abolish  the  formula 
did  not,  instead,  undertake  to  revise  it 
according  to  the  realities.  However,  the 
REA  associations  agree  on  that  course  of 
action,  except  the  association  in  the 
State  of  Mississippi.  I  understand  that 
the  associations  voted  unanimously  in 
favor  of  it  at  their  national  convention. 

The  REA  Administrator  has  seen  fit  to 
ask  Congress  to  abolish  the  formula  en¬ 
tirely.  The  Senate  committee  at  one 
time  agreed.  I  am  not  being  critical  of 
the  members  of  the  committee,  but  I  wish 
to  point  out  that  no  legislative  com¬ 
mittee  has  ever  undertaken  a  review  of 
the  formula  so  as  to  bring  it  into  line 
with  present  needs  from  the  standpoint 
of  electrification,  replacements,  trans¬ 
mission  lines,  and  a  number  of  other 
electrical  items  with  which  I  am  not  too 
familiar,  but  which  have  to  do  with  in¬ 
creasing  the  amount  of  electricity  to  the 
people  who  are  now  being  served.  I 
believe  that  such  a  review  was  essential 
in  order  to  obtain  a  really  practical  for¬ 
mula  under  which  Congress  could  ap¬ 
propriate  money.  Perhaps  the  House 
committee  will  hold  some  hearings  on 
the  subject  and  develop  facts  along  that 
line. 

However,  we  are  face  to  face  with  the 
proposition  of  retaining  a  part  of  the 
formula,  and  the  amendment  is  worked 
out  along  that  line.  The  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  have 
been  greatly  interested  in  having  some 
kind  of  a  formula  retained.  I  believe 
that  if  no  formula  is  provided  with  ref- 
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erence  to  these  matters,  trouble  will  soon 
develop  for  the  REA’s,  popular  and  pow¬ 
erful  as  they  may  be.  So  I  am  certainly 
glad  that  some  measure  of  the  formula  is 
being  retained.  I  think  it  will  serve  a 
good  purpose.  I  think  the  bill  as  amend¬ 
ed  will  be  stronger. 

I  wish  to  thank  the  junior  Senator 
from  Minnesota  and  the  senior  Senator 
from  Minnesota  for  their  patient  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  matter. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  recognize  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  has  been  greatly 
concerned  because  he  wished  to  be  cer¬ 
tain  that  no  farm  or  community  in  his 
State  would  be  placed  in  a  position  of 
jeopardy  because  of  lack  of  funds.  I 
can  fully  understand  his  concern.  For 
that  reason  I  was  most  anxious  that 
there  should  be  a  meeting  of  minds  and 
the  best  solution  of  the  problem  should 
be  reached,  so'that  the  Administrator  of 
the  REA  program  would  be  unshackled 
and  could  make  available,  in  his  discre¬ 
tion,  as  much  of  the  funds  as  might  be 
possible,  and  that  every  year  the  appro¬ 
priation  could  be  reviewed. 

I  was  speaking  for  the  cosponsors  of 
the  bill  when  I  stated  that  we  would  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment  and  permit  action 
to  be  taken  on  the  bill.  I  also  stated  that 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  and  I  had 
discussed  it  since  the  Senate  reconvened 
today. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  Senator’s  remarks.  It  is 
my  opinion,  as  an  individual  Senator, 
that  we  should  have  gone  a  little  further 
into  the  matter  of  actual  need.  So  far 
as  my  State  is  concerned,  I  think  the  con¬ 
ditions  will  be  taken  care  of  under  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  yield  further? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  would  assure  every  citi¬ 
zen  of  the  State  of  Mississippi  that  so 
long  as  the  distinguished  Senator  is  a 
Member  of  this  body  they  will  have  no 
need  to  worry  about  whether  they  will 
receive  the  necessary  funds,  because  the 
Senator  will  see  that  they  get  the  funds. 
That  I  can  say  without  any  question. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  appreciate  the  senti¬ 
ments  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 
He  is  overgenerous,  indeed. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  have  been  in¬ 
terested  in  the  colloquy  between  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  and  the  Senators 
from  Minnesota.  I  want  to  be  sure  that 
the  citizens  of  the  State  of  Kansas  will 
be  protected  by  the  amendment  on  which 
the  Senators  have  agreed.  Are  the  allo¬ 
cations  such  that  the  citizens  of  Kansas 
Will  be  protected? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  think  I  can  assure 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  that  his  State 
will  be  taken  care  of  under  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  include  in  my  remarks  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas.  I  know  of  no  two 
Members  of  the  Senate  who  have  greater 
concern  for  the  farming  or  rural  areas 
of  their  respective  States  than  the  Sena¬ 


tor  from  Kansas  and  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  have.  Both  of  them  work 
for  the  interests  of  their  citizens. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
statement  just  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  disarms  me,  of  course. 
I  had  in  mind  some  rewriting  of  the 
present  language  so  as  to  provide  such 
a  reallocation  of  funds  as  would  enable 
as  many  persons  as  possible  to  be  served 
with  electricity.  As  I  understand  the 
statement  of  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi,  he  is  rather  insisting  that  Con¬ 
gress  shall  have  some  control  over  the 
funds.  Therefore,  does  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  feel  that  under  this 
new  provision  all  the  States  will  be  prop¬ 
erly  cared  for? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  do.  The  money  is 
to  be  released  to  the  Administrator  to 
use  in  his  discretion,  with  the  limitation 
that  he  cannot  use  more  than  25  percent 
of  the  other  75  percent  of  the  funds  in 
any  one  State.  I  think  that  will  take 
care  of  the  situation. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  State 
of  Kansas  and  the  other  States  are  most 
generously  taken  care  of.  I  have  the 
personal  assurance  of  the  REA  Admin¬ 
istrator  to  that  effect. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  this 
colloquy  has  convinced  me  that  good 
work  has  been  done  in  trying  to  draft  an 
amendment  which  will  protect  the  citi¬ 
zens  of  all  the  States.  I  appreciate 
what  has  been  done. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  At  the  same  time,  it 
protects  the  legislative  viewpoint.  I 
have  always  insisted  that  there  should 
be  some  kind  of  a  formula. 

Mr.  President,  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  as  they  have  been  stated,  I  shall 
support  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ALLOTT  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  prior  to  the 
taking  of  the  vote  on  Senate  bill  153  a 
statement  prepared  by  me,  and  also  a 
letter  from  Mr.  Ancher  Nelsen,  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  and  letter  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
Statement  by  Senator  Allott  in  Behalf  of 
the  Passage  of  S.  153,  as  Amended 

I  have  listened  carefully  to  the  debate  and 
read  much  of  the  Record  concerning  this 
matter  and  I  would  like  to  compliment  all 
the  Senators  who  took  part  in  the  debate  on 
the  objective  manner  in  which  this  most 
important  subject  has  been  handled. 

X  should  like  to  also  compliment  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  majority  leader  and  my  able 
colleague,  the  distinguished  minority  leader, 
for  their  part  in  the  presentation  of  this 
proposed  legislation  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate. 

The  passage  of  S.  153  is  most  essential  to 
the  rural  areas  of  Colorado  and  I  am  in¬ 
formed  by  Mr.  Ancher  Nelsen,  the  capable 
Administrator  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration,  that  Colorado  is  the  only 
State  in  which  the  operation  of  the  State 
allotment  formula  contained  in  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  is  presently  preventing 
prompt  action  on  approval  of  loans. 


I  am  informed  that  the  processing  of 
four  loans  in  Colorado,  totaling  in  amount 
approximately  $13,300,000,  is  nearing  com¬ 
pletion.  These  loans  are  for  generation, 
transmission,  and  distribution  requirements. 
However,  under  the  present  State  allotment 
formula  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Admin¬ 
istration,  the  funds  remaining  available  for 
loan  purposes  in  Colorado  are  approximately 
$7,200,000.  This  indicates  that  the  amount 
required  is  $6,100,000  short  of  being  able  to 
meet  the  legitimate  applications.  This 
shortage  exists  because  of  the  allotment 
formula  not  because  of  the  money,  which  is 
now  available  in  the  loan  fund.  As  has  been 
said  before,  there  remains  in  the  national 
fund  available  for  loans  at  this  time 
$108,000,000. 

On  the  anniversary  of  REA  many  lauda¬ 
tory  statements  were  most  justifiably  made 
by  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  but  I 
should  like  to  add  one  paragraph  as  a  tribute 
to  the  sound  business  philosophy  behind  the 
Rural  Electrification  program  when  properly 
managed.  As  an  example,  and  to  show  that 
Rural  Electrification  is  no  give-away  pro¬ 
gram,  I  should  like  to  call  my  colleagues’ 
attention  to  the  Morgan  County  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Association  in  northeastern  Col¬ 
orado.  This  Rural  Electification  Associa¬ 
tion  is  paying  off  the  first  portion  of  their 
system  indebtedness  17  years  ahead  of  sched¬ 
ule  and,  in  addition,  have  been  able  to  re¬ 
fund  $127,000  to  their  consumers  in  their 
1954  electrical  bills.  This  is  a  patronage 
dividend  equal  to  13  percent  of  their  gross 
electric  bills  for  that  year.  Rural  Colorado 
is  now  more  than  93.8  percent  electrified  but 
additional  work  must  be  done.  I  am  sure 
that,  if  time  permitted,  I  could  cite  other  ex¬ 
amples  of  good  business  management  in 
county  rural  electrification  associations  in 
Colorado.  At  the  same  time  I  am  pleased  to 
say  that  generally  the  cooperation  has  been 
good  between  the  rural  electric  associations 
and  the  private  power  utilities  that  supply 
the  municipal  areas  of  our  State.  At  the 
present  time,  they  each  seem  to  recognize 
the  legitimate  function  of  the  other  and 
I  believe  there  is  no  intention  of  either  to 
jeopardize  the  other’s  rightful  and  lawful 
function. 

United  States  Department 

of  Agriculture, 

Rural  Electrification 

Administration, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  May  17,  1955. 
Senator  Gordon  Allott, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Allott:  This  is  in  response 
to  your  request  for  information  oh  the  status 
of  pending  electric  loans  in  Colorado  and  on 
any  matters  that  may  delay  their  approval. 

Colorado  is  the  only  State  in  which  the 
operation  of  the  State  allotment  formula 
contained  in  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  is 
working  to  prevent  the  prompt  meeting  of 
loan  needs.  Processing  of  4  loans  in  Col¬ 
orado,  totaling  in  amount  approximately 
$13,300,000,  is  nearing  completion.  These 
loans  are  for  generation,  transmission,  and 
distribution  needs.  F'unds  remaining  avail¬ 
able  for  loan  purposes  in  Colorado  under  the 
limitations  of  the  allotment  formula  ap¬ 
proximate  $7,200,000.  This  reflects  a  shortage 
from  the  amount  required  of  more  than 
$6,100,000. 

This  shortage  exists  because  of  the  allot¬ 
ment  formula  and  in  spite  of  a  national 
remaining  availability  of  loan  funds  approx¬ 
imating  $108  million. 

Following  the  appropriations  hearings,  we 
estimated  that  our  needs  for  Colorado  in 
excess  of  the  State  ceiling  would  amount  to 
approximately  $5,500,000.  However,  we 
pointed  out  that  the  loans  for  this  amount 
would  be  processed  in  May  or  June  and  prob¬ 
ably  would  be  approved  after  July  1.  Since 
that  time,  however,  the  situation  has  become 
more  urgent  in  view  of  recent  developments. 
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First  as  work  has  progressed  on  the  process¬ 
ing  of  the  applications  the  figure  needed  for 
the  State  has  had  to  be  somewhat  increased. 
Second,  the  situation  requiring  prompt  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  loans  has  intensified.  The  area 
is  critically  in  need  of  additional  facilities 
for  generation,  transmission,  and  distribu¬ 
tion  of  power. 

The  Department  is  giving  exhaustive  study 
to  every  possible  avenue  of  relief  to  meet 
this  situation.  We  deplore  the  possibility  of 
being  forced  to  delay  action  on  these  loans 
•until  the  new  fiscal  year — a  delay  which,  in 
view  of  the  short  construction  period  in 
Colorado,  could  be  harmful  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tory  progress  of  the  electrification  effort.  A 
supplemental  authorization  of  about  $115 
million  would  be  required  in  order  to  obtain 
the  $6,100,000  needed,  by  reason  of  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  allotment  formula.  Enactment 
of  legislation  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Act  by  eliminating  the  formula,  now 
before  both  Houses  of  the  Congress,  seems  to 
offer  the  most  orderly  and  expeditious  way 
of  meeting  this  urgent  need. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ancher  Nelsen, 

Administrator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  third  reading  and 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  153)  was  ordered  to  a  third 
reading,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 


FILLING  OF  TEMPORARY  VACAN¬ 
CIES  IN  THE  CONGRESS  CAUSED 

BY  DISASTER 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  Calendar  No.  234, 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  8. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  stated  by  title 
for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  resolution 
(S.  J.  Res.  8)  to  amend  the  Constitution 
to  authorize  governors  to  fill  temporary 
vacancies  in  the  Congress  caused  by  a 
disaster 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  joint 
resolution,  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 
with  an  amendment  to  strike  out  all  afteu 
the  resolving  clause  and  insert: 

That  the  following  article  is  proposed'' as 
an  amendment  to  the  Constitution  oy  the 
United  States,  and  shall  be  valid  to  All  in¬ 
tents  and  purposes  as  part  of  the  C/rfnstitu- 
tion  if  ratified  by  the  legislatures /of  three- 
fourths  of  the  several  States  witjnn  7  years 
from  the  date  of  its  submissioiyby  the  Con¬ 
gress  : 

“article — 

“On  any  date  that  theAotal  number  of 
vacancies  in  the  House yof  Representatives 
exceeds  half  of  the  authorized  membership 
thereof,  and  for  a  peirfod  of  60  days  there¬ 
after,  the  executive  jtfuthority  of  each  State 
shall  have  power  tcynake  temporary  appoint¬ 
ments  to  fill  any /vacancies,  including  those 
happening  during  such  period,  in  the  repre¬ 
sentation  fromr  his  State  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  Any  person  temporarily 
appointed  wfill  any  such  vacancy  shall  serve 
until  the  jfeople  fill  the  vacancy  by  election 
as  provided  for  by  article  I,  section  2,  of  the 
Constitution.” 

/.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
ded;,  I  should  like  to  invite  the  attention 


of  the  membership  of  the  Senate,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  able  minority  leader,  to  the 
fact  that  this  is  a  joint  resolution  to 
amend  the  Constitution,  and,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  our  general  practice  and  our 
agreement  ever  since  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Knowland]  has  been  in 
a  leadership  position,  and  I  have  occu¬ 
pied  a  similar  position,  we  expect  to  have 
a  yea-and-nay  vote  on  a  joint  resolution 
of  this  kind. 

Therefore,  I  should  like  to  give  notice 
to  the  Senate  that  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  debate  on  the  joint  resolution  there 
will  be  a  yea-and-nay  vote. 

Mr.  KEFAU.VER.  Mr.  President,  my 
remarks  will  be  addressed  to  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  8,  which  is  now  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business. 

During  the  past  9  or  10  years  we  have 
all  been  aware  of  the  tremendous  scien- 
ific  progress  in  nuclear  fission  and  of  its 
potentialities  for  both  good  and  evil. 
While  we  have  the  greatest  hope  that 
thisNtremendous  new  development  will 
eventually  be  directed  toward  peaceful 
ends,  iNs  still  the  better  part  of  prudence 
for  a  nation,-  as  well  as  individuals,  to 
insure  as\far  as  possible,  against  aj 
eventuality 

At  the  ouJ^et,  I  wish  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  distinguished  minority  leaded  the 
senior  SenatoX  from  California;  [Mr. 
Knowland],  forxbeing  one  of /the  first 
among  us  to  take\note  of  thffconstitu- 
tional  problems  I  ana  about  to  discuss.  I 
shall  have  more  to  say  later  about  the 
part  he  has  played  in  Xie  .development  of 
the  proposal  now  undar  consideration. 

The  Senator  from  California  first  in¬ 
troduced  a  joint  res^uutioii  on  this  sub¬ 
ject  in  the  81st  Congress, Nmd  reintro¬ 
duced  similar  proposals  in  the  82d  and 
83d  Congresses/I  also  introduced  a  sim¬ 
ilar  measure  m  the  83d  Congres 

The  resolution  offered  by  the\senior 
Senator  from  California  in  the  83ckCon- 
gress  was^adopted  by  a  vote  of  70  \o  1. 

The  Senator  from  California  did  not 
introduce  such  a  resolution  at  this  ses¬ 
sion/  If  he  had,  his  measure  would  havi 
been  reported,  instead  of  the  one  which 
i^/now  before  the  Senate. 

I  hardly  need  remind  the  Senate  of 
what  would  happen  if  1  of  the  20  mega¬ 
ton  thermonuclear  weapons  were  ex¬ 
ploded  on  the  Nation’s  Capitol.  This 
weapon,  which  is  already  in  existence, 
is  the  equivalent  of  20  million  tons  of 
TNT  and  is  about  1,000  times  more  pow¬ 
erful  than  the  atomic  bomb  which  was 
dropped  on  Hiroshima,  according  to  a 
statement  by  Admiral  Strauss  and  Dr. 
Libby  in  official  information  issued  by  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Following  a  surface  burst  of  this  weap¬ 
on,  it  could  be  expected  that  a  crater 
perhaps  a  mile  and  a  half  across  and 
200  feet  deep  would  be  blasted  out  of  the 
earth. 

The  explosion  of  a  similar  weapon  in 
the  Pacific  was  sufficient  to  have  buried 
14  Pentagon  buildings,  and  to  have 
caused  damage  to  a  large  additional 
area. 

The  fireball  would  blanket  an  area 
about  4  miles  across.  Blast  pressures 
would  cause  the  complete  destruction  of 
all  structures  and  installations  within  a 


radius  of  5  miles  from  the  point  of  burst;/ 
in  other  words,  an  area  10  miles  acros 

Within  this  area  of  complete  destruc¬ 
tion  we  could  expect  fatal  casualties  of 
about  90  percent  of  the  peoples  and 
there  would  be  casualties  of  lesser  mag¬ 
nitude  throughout  concentric  circles  for 
the  next  15  miles.  I  use  /the  word 
“lesser”  advisedly — depending,  of  course, 
on  the  question  of  whether  warning 
might  be  sufficient  to  /secure  shelter 
against  radioactive  fallout. 

The  question  with /which  the  Senate 
is  concerned,  in  the' measure  before  us 
today,  is  what  would  happen  to  the 
Government  of  tne  United  States,  from 
a  constitutional  viewpoint,  under  such 
conditions  as  A  have  outlined. 

There  is  no  question  that  government 
of  a  sort  /would  survive,  but  what  we 
want  to /assure  is  that  representative, 
constitutional  democracy  could  be  recon¬ 
stitute 

In' providing  for  a  method  of  govern¬ 
ment  which  would  best  reflect  the  public 
nil  the  constitutional  drafters  pro¬ 
duced  a  tripartite  authority,  composed 
of  the  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial 
branches.  They  designed  the  Consti¬ 
tution  as  not  simply  a  fair-weather  docu¬ 
ment,  but  a  document  to  function  dur¬ 
ing  war  as  well  as  peace.  It  is  no  re¬ 
jection  on  the  framers  of  the  Constitu¬ 
tion,  however,  that  they  could  not  pos¬ 
sibly  foresee  a  20-megaton  weapon  when 
they  met  in  Philadelphia  to  draft  this 
Nation’s  most  basic  document. 

Considering  first  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government,  the  Constitution  au¬ 
thorized  the  Congress  to  provide  for  any 
sudden  vacancy  occurring  in  the  office 
of  the  President  after  the  succession  of 
the  Vice  President  to  that  position. 
Public  Law  199,  passed  by  the  80th  Con¬ 
gress,  provided  that  the  line  of  succes¬ 
sion  after  the  President  and  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  should  be  the  Speaker  of  the  House, 
the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate, 
and  the  Secretaries  of  State,  Treasury, 
and  Defense,  the  Attorney  General,  the 
Postmaster  General,  and  the  Secretaries 
pf  Interior,  Agriculture,  Commerce,  and 
ibor,  in  that  order, 
lembers  of  the  judiciary  are,  of  course, 
appointed  by  the  President,  with  the  con¬ 
sent  qf  the  Senate,  and  the  functioning 
and  perpetuating  of  that  office  presents 
no  greai  difficulties. 

In  the  legislative  branch  we  have  two 
equal  houses.  Under  the  Constitution, 
as  expanded  by  the  17th  amendment, 
the  State  executives  are  authorized  to 
fill  vacancies  iX  the  Senate  temporarily 
by  appointmentVpending  the  next  elec¬ 
tion.  There  is  nV such  authority,  how¬ 
ever,  in  connection,  with  vacancies  oc¬ 
curring  in  the  Hous<Xpf  Representatives. 
Thus  there  would  be\jo  way  of  imme¬ 
diately  reconstituting  the  House  should 
there  be  a  disaster  to  the  Capitol. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  one  of  the  first 
to  recognize  this  potential  (ranger  to  our 
constitutional  democracy  was  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  minority  leader  [Mt  Know- 
land].  He  introduced  measurXiin  the 
last  three  Congresses  proposing  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution.  \As  I 
also  said  earlier,  if  he  had  introduced  a 
similar  bill  at  this  session,  I  believe  \is 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  23, 1955 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  subsections  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  of  the  Rural  Electri- 

4  fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  0.  903  (c) ,  (d) , 

5  and  (e)  )  are  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

* 

6  “  (c)  Twenty-five  per  centum  of  the  annual  sums  herein 

7  made  available  or  appropriated  for  loans  for  rural  electri- 

8  fication  pursuant  to  sections  4  and  5  of  this  title  shall  be 

9  allotted  yearly  by  the  Administrator  for  loans  in  the  several 

10  States  in  the  proportion  which  the  number  of  their  farms 

11  not  then  receiving  central  station  electric  service  bears  to 
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the  total  number  of  farms  of  the  United  States  not  then 
receiving  such  service:  Provided,  That  if  any  part  of  such 
sums  are  not  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  first  six  months 
of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  are  made  available,  such  part 
shall  thereafter  be  available  for  loans  by  the  Administrator 
without  allotment:  Provided,  however,  That  not  more  than 
25  per  centum  of  said  sums  may  be  employed  in  any  one 
State  or  in  all  of  the  Territories.  The  Administrator  shall 
within  ninety  days  after  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year 
determine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States  the  num¬ 
ber  of  farms  not  then  receiving  such  service. 

“(d)  The  remaining  75  per  centum  of  such  annual 
sums  shall  be  available  for  rural  electrification  loans  in  the 
several  States  and  in  the  Territories,  without  allotment  as 
hereinabove  provided  in  such  amounts  for  each  State  and 
Territory  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Administrator,  may  be 
effectively  employed  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  section  7 :  Provided,  however, 
That  not  more  than  25  per  centiuji  of  said  unallotted  annual 
sums  may  be  employed  in  any  one  State,  or  in  all  of  the 
Territories. 

“(e)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made  available 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  are  not  loaned  or  obligated 
during  the  fiscal  }^ear  for  which  they  are  made  available, 
such  unexpended  or  unobligated  sums  shall  be  available  for 
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1  loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the  following  year  or  years 

2  without  allotment:  Provided,  however,  That  not  more  than 

3  25  per  centum  of  said  sums  for  rural  electrification  loans 

4  may  be  employed  in  any  one  State  or  in  all  of  the 

5  Territories.” 

6  Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

7  out  “10  per  centum”  and  inserting  “25  per  centum”. 

Passed  the  Senate  May  19  (legislative  day,  May  2), 

1955. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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IGHLIGHTSs  Senate  passed  tills  to: decrease  interesiy^o  3%  on  disaster  loans, 
expand  salt-water  research,  ^thorize  Mexican  fence,/ and  authorize  purchase  of 
Azteo  forest  lands*  Senate  coWittee  ordered  reported  mutual  security  bill.  Sen. 
Humphrey  urged  re-evaluation  of/adejinsky  case. /House  uassed  bill  to  authorize 
loans  to  small  reclamation  projeotj',  with  amendment  to  give  USDA  responsibility  in 
eastern  States.  House  Rules  Committee  clears^ bills  to  repeal  REA  formula  and 
continue  Mexican  farm  labor  program.  House  received  various  supplemental  appropri¬ 
ation  estimates o  ' 


SENATE 

1.  FARM  LOANS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1755, decrease  from  5%  to  3%  the 

interest  rate  on  USDA  disaster  loans  (pp,  6035—V 

2.  MEXICAN  FENCE.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  76,  whi&a  authorizes  appropriation  of 

•33,500,000  for  completion  of  a  Mexican  boundary  fenc\by  the  Boundary  Commission. 
Sen.  Anderson  stated  £nat  "the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  now  become  very  much 
interested  in  the  passage  of  this  proposed  legislation”  N^ecaiise  of  animal  disease 
in  Mexico  and  that  /the  probability  is  that  the  Department^  of  Agriculture  will 
assume  responsibility”  for  the  project,  (p,  6054.) 
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SALT-WATER  RESEARCH.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  2126,  to  continue  the 
Interior  Department  program  of  research  on  making  fresh  water  from  salt  water 
through  June  30,  1963;  to  increase  the  appropriation  authorization  from 
$2,000,000)  to  $6,000,000;  to  increase  the  limitation  on  departmental  expenses 
from  $500,000  to  $1, 500,000;  and  to  permit  $500,000  to  be  expended  fbr  research 
and  development  in  Federal  laboratories (pp.  6053-4) • 

A,  FORESTRY.  Passed  as  reported  S.  55,  to  authorize  purchase  of  98,000  acresNpf 
Ajabec  Land  and  Cattle  Co.  lands,  in  Ariz„,  which  would  be  administered  as 
itional  forest  lands.  These  lands  have  been  so  administered  in  the  past,  b> 
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through  court  action  it  was  determined  that  they  belonged  to  the  Aztec  Co.  TJfe 
bill  provides  tha  the  National  Forest  Reservation  Commission  set  the  amount 
‘  paid,  not  to  exceed  $7,409,263.  (pp.  6055-63.)  / 

Passed  as  reported  S.  1464,  to  authorize  the  Interior  Department  to/acquire 
rights-of-way  and  existing  connecting  roads  adjacent  to  public  lands  tc/provide 
timber  access  roads  to  public  lands  under  Interior’s  jurisdiction  (pp/  6049-50), 


5.  FOREIGN  AJ 
the  mutual' 


The  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  by  a  13-2  vote,  orde 
security  bill,  with  authorization  of  $3,408  billion 


*ed  reported 
D473). 


6.  PERSONNEL.  Seri,  Humphrey  commended  creation  of  a  permanent  security  review  com¬ 

mittee  in  USDA,\stated  that  such  a  committee  should  have  begta  established 
earlier,  requested  a  re-evaluation  of  the  Ladejinsky  case M  the  committee,  and 
inserted  a  Washington  Evening  Star  article  on  this  matted  (pp.  6067-8) . 

The  Post  OfficeNand  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S. 
2C61,  a  new  postal  pay\bill  (S.  Rept.  382) (p.  6027). 

7.  STATE,  JUSTICE,  JUDICIARY  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1956/*/  The  Appropriations  Committee 

reported  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.  5502  05.  Rept.  378) (p.  6027).  The 
bill  was  made  the  unfinished  ^business  of  the  Senate  (p.  6055). 

8.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  as  reported  \.  180,  to/iuthorize  the  Washita  River  Basin 

project,  Okla.  (pp.  6038-9).  \  / 

Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  103,  t<^  provide  for  construction  of  distribution 
systems  on  authorized  Federal  reclamation  projects  by  irrigation  districts  and 
other  public  agencies  (p.  6049).  /  \ 

Sen.  Meuberger  spoke  in  favor /bf  th^Hells  Canyon  Dam  proposal  and  mentioned 
its  rural-electrification  value  (pp.  6029-30). 


9.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM,  as  announped  by  Sen.  Johnson:  Today,  no  legislative  business: 
ues.,  otate-Justice  appropriation  till  and  probably  the  mutual  security  bill* 

’’early  consideration”  of  ^ - -  -  - x  -  -  --  J  * 

bill  (pp.  6057-8). 


new  postal  pay  bill;\and  probably  next  week,  housing 


HOUSE 

10. RECLAMATION.  Passed  166  to  1*8,  with  amendments  H.  R.  588^  to  orovide  for  Fed¬ 
eral  cooperation/ in  non-Federal  projects  and  for  participation  by  non-Federal 
agencies  m  Federal  projects  (pp.  6082-6108).  Agreed,  85  to>3,  to  an  amendment 
by  Rep.  Jones^  Ala.,  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  tb  administer  the 
proposed  program  in  the  eastern  States  (pp.  6103-5).  Also  agreek  to  an  amend¬ 
ment  by  R?p.  Asomall  to  provide  for  submission  of  projects  to  the\entire 
Congress/instead  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committees  (ppA6l05-6). 
Rejected,  62  to  229,  a  motion  by  Rep.  Hoeven  to  recommit  the  bill  to  limit  the 
scop^/of  the  bill  to  the  17  western  reclamation  States  (p,  6l07).  Previously 
reacted,  27  to  57,  an  amendment  by  Reo.  Saylor  having  the  same  purpose  X  the 
1  ven  motion  (pp.  6098-6102)  and  also  an  amendment  by  2eP.  Saylor  to  exteri^ 
e  bill  to  Puerto  Rico,  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa  (p.  6l03).  > 
.^jeoted,  33-54,  a  Saylor  amendment  (to  the  Jones  amendnent)  to  include  Texas 
as  one  of  the  western  reclamation  States  (p.  6105). 


nrrmM  LID  ON,  ELECTRIFICATION.  The  House  Rules  Committee  reported  resolutions  for 
he  consideration  of  •Hr-'Ri  j8S2j  to  provt>d»...far  e^  ’^he  "MeartWHt* 


(pp.  *638%  6078-9). 


H.  R.  5376,  to  amend  the  REA  funds-distribution  formula 


84th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
1st  Session  f 


Report 
No.  635 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.  R.  5376 


May  26,  1955. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Trimble,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  254] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  254,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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84th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  69 

H.  RES.  254 

[Report  No.  635] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  26, 1955 

Mr.  T  rumble,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  5376)  to 

5  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended. 

6  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill, 

7  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  he  equally 

8  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority 

9  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be 

10  read  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the 

11  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment, 

12  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 


V 
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1  with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 

2  the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on 

3  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without 

4  intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  conference  report  on  Interior  appropriation  bill,  in¬ 
cluding  FS  items  o  House  passe^\bill  tc  modify  REA /funds  formulae.  Ready  for 
President,  House  committee  reported  forest  mining  bills  Senate  passed  Labor-HEW 
and  independent  offices  appropriation  bills o 


1,  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  RV  5046,  the  Labor-HEW  appropriation 
bill,  1956,  which  had  been  reported  on  June  ^during  recess  (S.  Rept.  410). 
Senate  conferees  were  appointed.  (pp.  6486,  6495-508 9) 

Passed  with  amendments /H.  Ru  5240,  the  independent  offices  appropriation 
bill,  1956,  which  had  beer/reported  on  June  3  during  recess  (S.  Rept0  411) • 
Senate  conferees  were  apjtfointedo  Agreed  to  committee  amendments  increasing  the 
President's  disaster  relief  fund  from  $2,000,000  to  $5^000,000,  increasing  the 
National  Science  Foundation  from  $12,250,000  to  $20,000*000,  and  authorizing 
additional  supergrades  in  GAO.  Agreed  to  an  amendment  b\Sen.  Holland  to  reduce 
from  $250,000,000  ;to  $216,000,000  the  civil  service  retirekent  and  disability 
fund.(pp.  6486,  >509-13 c) 

2.  SALT-WATER  RESEARCH.  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  H,  R.  2l~6,  to  continue 
and  expand  the  Interior  Department  research  program  on  converting  salt  water  to 
fresh  water  (p,  6507).  House  conferees  have  been  appointed.? 

SMALL  BUSINESS;  DROUGHT  RELIEF,  Passed  without  amendment  S.  2127,  to  dsrtrend  the 
SmalL/Business  Administration  for  2  years,  to  increase  the  loan  limit  frprn 
$150^000  to  $250,000,  and  to  enable  SBA  to  make  loans  to  distressed  small 
burlinesses  in  drought  areas  (pp.  6516-19) o  The  bill  includes  authority  foi 
fditional  super  grades  in  SBA. 
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IM  LOANS,  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
H.NJl.  5106,  to  amend  the  Servicemen's  Readjustment  Act  of  1944  so  as  toy&uthor- 
ize\Loans  for  farm  housing  to  be  guaranteed  or  insured  under  the  same  perm s  and 
conditions  as  apply  to  residential  housing  ( S *  Rept->  464) (p,  6490 ) 

Carlson  inserted  the  recommendations  of  the  Farm  Credit  Bo4rd  of 
Wichit a\’ eg ar di ng  So  1286  and  H.  R.  5168,  the  farm  credit  bills  (p/6493). 

5.  LABOR  STANDMDSo  The 'Daily  Digest"  states:  "On  Friday,  June  3,  ttfe  Labor  sub¬ 
committee,  In  executive  session,  ordered  favorably  reported  to /Che  full  commit¬ 
tee  certain  proposals  amending  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  including  increas¬ 
ing  the  minimum  hourly  wage  from  75  cents  to  $1,  effective  January  1,  1956,  and 
certain  proposals  relating  to  minimum  wages  in  Puerto  Rico /and  the  Virgin 
Islands.  The  cominittee  agreed  to  postpone,  until  a  later/date,  consideration 
of  coverage  of  additional  workers  under  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act," (p„D509.) 

ELECTRIFICATION;  RECLAMATION.-!  Sen<>  Nsuberger  was  critical  of  the  Supreme  Court 
decision  ps rmitting  the  Portland  General  Electric  Company  to  build  certain 
dam  sites v  He  suggested  that  the  need  for  the  Hells  Canyon  dam  was  evident 
and  that  other  dam  site  considerations  would  imperil  the  fisheries  industry 
of  the  Columbia  River  Basin  (pp0  65214.-8)0  / 

3enc  Morse  inserted  a'newspaper  article,  letter  to  the  editor,  and  reso- 
,  lution  of  the  Oregon  State  Council  of  Carpenters  in  support  of  a  high  Hells 
Canyon  Dam  (pp.  6529-30) 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Majority  Le'gtder  Johns'on  scheduled  consideration  of  S.2126, 
the  housing  bill,  on  Tuesday;  H.  JL.  5^95^  to  suspend  copper  import  taxes,  on 
Tuesday  or  Wednesday;  the  minimum  wage  /pill  on  Tuesday  or  Wednesday  (or  as 
soon  as  reported);  and  the  Interior  'appropriation  bill  when  the  House  acts 

(po  61i88)c 


IOUSE 

8.  APPROPRIATIONS;  FOREST  SERVICE,  /Receive!  thV  conference  report  (H«  Rept.  731) 
on  the  Interior  Department  ap/ropriation  birl,  195&  (op.  6539~4o)o  Attached 
is  a  table  on  Forest  Service/items 

9*  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION-!  Passed  without  amendment  S.  153,  to  amend  the  Rural 

Electrification  Act,  1936  (pp,  63bh-l)c  The  bill:  Retains  but  modifies  the  ;  j 
State  allotment  formula  by  making  23%  (instead  of  30%)  of  the  annual  loan  fund 
appropriations  subject  to  State  allotment  on  the  basis  of  unelectrified  farms 
during  the  first  six  months  of  the  fiscal  year*  Thereafter  the  unexpended  or 
unobligated  funds  would  be  merged  with  the  remaining  73%  of  the  annual  loan 
funds  which  would  be  available  vdthout  allotment,  with  not  more  than  23%o  of 
unallotted  annual  loan  funds  to  be  employed  in  any  one  State,  or  in  all  of  the 
Territories.  Loan  funds  which  are  not  loaned  or  obligated  may  be  carried 
over  to  the  following  years,  under  the  amendnent,  but  not  mere  than  23%o  of 
such  funds  could  be  used  in  any  one  State  or  in  all  of  the  Territories.  This 
bill  wi 11  now  be  sent  to  the  President 

10c  FORESTRY; /LINING.  The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  ^ported  with 
amendme/t  H.  R.  5891,  'wfaich  would  provide  for  multiple  use  of  the\urface  of 
public/ lands  (H.  Rept.  730)  (p*  6557), 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 

11.  IMMIGRATION.  S.  2li|.9,  by  Sen.  Langer,  to  amend  the  Refugee  Relief  Act  of\L953 
'so  as  to  relex  certain  requirements  for  qualifying  under  such  act;  to  Judiciary 
Committee  (p.  6I4.9I) . 
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of  shortage,  is  not  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
gressional  -intent  or  national  safety.  The 
assertlWi  by  the  primary  producers  that  the 
currentVhortage  exists  because  of  overpur¬ 
chasing  bVthe  stockpile  is  not  entirely  accu¬ 
rate  when\t  is  recalled  that  stockpile  pur¬ 
chases  were^cheduled  in  accordance  with 
estimates  submitted  by  the  producers  them¬ 
selves. 

In  view  of  the  ^vere  shortage  of  aluminum 
throughout  the  country  and  the  need  for  pro¬ 
tecting  the  economki  well-being  of  many 
small-business  firms, \he  committee  saw  no 
other  immediate  alternative  than  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  it  made\  In  approving  the 
diversion  of  stockpile  deliveries,  the  commit¬ 
tee  deems  it  important  to  refcnember  that  the 
aluminum  industry  consista^if  more  than 
its  primary  producers;  that  theythousands  of 
small  enterprises  must  be  projected.  The 
committee  is  not  satisfied  that  the  150  mil¬ 
lion  pounds  of  aluminum  diverged  from 
stockpile  deliveries  early  this  year  were  allo¬ 
cated  fairly  to  such  small  enterprises.  and 
it  would  not  favor  distribution  of  any  further 
amounts  through  the  primary  producers 
less  there  is  definite  assurance  that  it  wt 
be  made  on  an  equitable  industry-wide  basis\ 
to  all  segments  of  the  aluminum  industry. 

The  committee  does  not  want  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  a  system  of  Government  controls 
for  allocating  aluminum  at  the  present  time, 
if  it  can  possibly  be  avoided.  We  believe  the 
primary  producers  can  formulate  a  program 
of  distribution  which  will  deal  fairly  with 
nonin tegrated  users  throughout  the  industry. 
However,  in  view  of  the  haphazard  distribu¬ 
tion  of  the  aluminum  diverted  from  the 
stockpile  earlier  this  year,  the  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  nature  and  pattern  of  distri¬ 
bution  to  be  employed  should  be  known 
before  the  primary  producers  are  authorized 
to  divert  further  deliveries  of  aluminum  un¬ 
der  commitment  to  the  stockpile. 

The  Aluminum  Industry  Advisory  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Business  of  Defense  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  Department  of  Commerce 
yesterday  recommended  the  amount  of  alu¬ 
minum  to  be  deferred  from  delivery  to  the 
Government  stockpile.  That  amount  is 
known  to  the  primary  producers.  Assuming 
that  the  Advisory  Committee’s  recommenda¬ 
tion  is  approved  by  the  Office  of  Defense 
Mobilization,  the  committee  would  like  to 
know  the  manner  in  which  the  producers 
propose  to  make  distribution,  and  requests 
them  to  answer  the  following  questions; 

1.  Your  company  has  already  scheduled  a 
portion  of  your  production  for  noninte- 
grated  users.  Will  all  the  diverted  stockpile 
aluminum  be  made  available  to  noninte- 
grated  users  in  addition  to  the  amount  you 
have  already  scheduled? 

2.  In  what  amount  will  sales  be  made  on 
first-come,  first-served  basis  to  all  goj) 
credit  risks? 

3.  In  what  amount  and  in  what  mafiner 
will  sales  be  made  in  accordance  w>ch  an 
historical  pattern? 

4.  In  what  amount  and  in  wha^  manner 
will  relief  be  accorded  users  having  no  his¬ 
torical  pattern? 

5.  (a)  In  what  amount  will/§xisting  non- 
confirmed  orders  be  given  nnority?  (b)  In 
what  amount  will  canceleq/orders  be  rein¬ 
stated? 

6.  Will  you  fulfill  yoin/’ existing  firm  con¬ 
tracts  from  your  own  /Supplies  rather  than 
frm  stockpile  diversions? 

If  not,  what  amount  will  you  use? 

7.  In  what  amoimt  will  sales  be  made  to 
customers  who  vpe  your  facilities  for  fabri¬ 
cation? 

8.  What  amount  will  be  delivered  to  other 
primary  smel/ers  in  (a)  United  States?  (b) 
Canada?  /c)  Mexico? 

9.  Whayamount  will  be  exported? 

10.  WJfet  amount  will  be  allocated  to  (a) 
foundr^nen?  (b)  extruders?  (c)  diecast- 
ers?  /(d)  secondary  smelters?  (e)  sheet 
rollers?  (f)  others? 


11.  Is  there  a  minimum  order  which  will  be 
accepted?  What  amount?  How  many  such 
orders  will  be  accepted?  Is  there  a  maxi¬ 
mum  order  which  will  be  accepted?  What 
amount?  How  many  such  orders  will  be 
accepted? 

12.  What  will  be  the  sales  price  for  (a) 
billets?  (b)  pot-line  alloy?  (c)  refined  al¬ 
loy?  (d)  pure  pig?  (e)  pure  ingot? 

13.  What  will  be  the  dates  for  delivery  of 
the  diverted  metal? 

14.  Please  state  any  additional  factors  upon 
which  your  distribution  will  be  made. 

The  present  situation  requires  the  earnest 
assistance  of  all  members  of  the  aluminum 
industry.  Your  prompt  consideration  and 
cooperation  in  formulating  an  orderly  and 
equitable  program  of  distribution  will  be  ap¬ 
preciated. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sidney  R.  Yates, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  No.  3, 
Select  Committee  on  Small  Busi¬ 
ness. 


DEFENSE  APPROPRIATIONS 

(Mr.  FLOOD  asked  and  was  given  per- 
lission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min- 
te.) 

(r.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  few y 
weeBe  ago  this  House,  over  my  protes 
and  otsdections,  passed  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment  appropriation  bill.  I  did'my 
best  by  amendment  to  prevent  the  cuts 
requested  by  the  administration /at  that 
time.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  assured 
my  committee\and  the  American  people 
that  there  wasNno  aviation  Problem.  A 
few  days  later,  tn&Russian/flew  a  hand¬ 
ful  of  bombers  ovN.  Red  ^square.  A  few 
days  after  that,  tire  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  said  it  did  noMnake  any  differ¬ 
ence;  he  did  not  warit\ny  more  money. 
Now,  today,  the  Secrethry  of  Defense 
and  the  Chief  of  /Staff  for\Air  go  to  the 
other  body  for /appropriations  and  ask 
for  $300  millioi/ more  than  waV presented 
to  this  Housp' because  of  an  accelerated 
request  for .production  of  American  b-52 
bombers. /The  appropriation  bill  ^before 
this  House  was  not  properly  presented 
when  you  were  told  you  would  haN.  a 
reserve  bill,  and  not  to  worry  about  beeXr 
ing/up  the  Army.  You  had  no  reserve 
b iji.  You  lost  that  the  next  week.  You 
(ere  told  the  budget  would  be  balanced. 

Tie  budget  will  not  be  balanced. 

Before  the  Appropriations  Defense 
Subcommittee,  Secretary  Wilson,  Secre¬ 
tary  Talbott,  and  General  Twining  as¬ 
sured  us  with  the  requested  funds  they 
had  the  air  situation  well  in  hand ;  a  few 
weeks  later  the  Russians  flew  some  bomb¬ 
ers  over  Red  Square.  A  few  days  later, 
the  Defense  Department  heads  assured 
us,  even  so,  the  situation  was  well  in 
hand  and  that  they  would  require  no 
additional  funds.  But  a  few  days  later 
they  changed  their  minds  again,  and 
now  demand  more  funds  to  accelerate 
the  air  production  program.  Secretary 
Wilson  last  week  at  a  news  conference 
stated  that  the  latest  display  of  Russian 
airpower  would  not  cause  the  Air  Force 
to  ask  the  Congress  for  more  money.  It 
was  2  days  after  that,  that  the  Air 
Force  itself  announced  that  it  was  step¬ 
ping  up  production  of  B-52  bombers  by 
35  percent;  and  on  Monday,  June  6,  the 
Defense  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee 
was  asked  to  vote  an  additional  $300  mil¬ 


lion  to  finance  the  increase.  Besides  tl 
lag  in  bomber  production,  in  my  op 
ion  we  lack  effective  fighter  defenses 
against  Russia’s  big  new  jet  bombafT and 
this  in  spite  of  all  the  assurances  from 
our  defense  people  to  take  car/  of  this 
problem. 

Not  only  are  we  in  the  ifiiddle  of  a 
cold  war,  but  it  now  looks  a!s  though  the 
Defense  Department  ancLadministration 
wish  to  engage  in  a  paper  war  with  the 
Russian  Air  Force,  f We  cannot  fight 
Russian  bombers  andrRussian  superson¬ 
ic  fighters  with  p riper  aircraft  of  the 
kind  made  by  children,  manufactured 
from  pages  torn  from  a  budget  which  has 
not  been  balanced.  That  may  be  good 
politics  but  it/ls  bad  air  tactics. 


SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  >vLBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
fromr  New  York  [Mr.  Powell!  may  on 
Thursday,  June  9,  1955,  following  the 
legislative  program  of  the  day  and  the 
inclusion  of  any  special  orders  hereto¬ 
fore  granted,  address  the  House  for  30 
minutes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

Mr.  PIOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object 
with  reference  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York,  can  the  gentleman  tell  us 
what  will  the  subject  of  that  talk  be? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  do  not  have  the  sub¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of 
objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PRACTICE  OF  LAW  BY  UNITED 
STATES  COMMISSIONERS 
(Mr.  KEATING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for 
.1  minute.) 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
totiay  introducing  a  bill  which  would 
amend  legislation  passed  last  year  relat¬ 
ing  Co  certain  United  States  Commis- 
sionei\  who  are  required  to  devote  full 
time  to  the  duties  of  their  offices. 

This  legislation  made  a  special  excep¬ 
tion  for  thVunited  States  Commissioner 
for  the  Disftict  of  Columbia.  The  in¬ 
tention  was  toWthorize  the  employment 
of  additional  clerical  help  in  his  office. 
At  the  same  tin«L  for  reasons  that  are 
not  clear,  he  was  permitted  to  continue 
the  private  practictNpf  law  on  the  side. 

The  purpose  of  m\  bill  is  to  revoke 
this  special  privilege Vor  the  United 
States  Commissioner  fon^he  District  of 
Columbia. 

Recently  it  has  been  reported  that  the 
United  States  Commissioner  r^r  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  Mr.  Cyril  S.  nawrence, 
represented  a  group  of  Spanish,  musi¬ 
cians  in  their  efforts  to  gain  permanent 
admission  to  the  United  States. 

Newspaper  reports  related  that  hffr. 
Lawrence  had  collected  a  $3,300  fee  fror^ 
these  musicians  and  had  a  contract  call- 
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W  for  him  to  be  paid  $6, GOO  more  for 
these  legal  services — a  total  of  nearly 

$ro,ooo. 

Up  earn  such  a  fee,  Mr.  Lawrence  ob¬ 
viously  had  to  represent  these  aliens 
before  the  United  States  Immigration 
Service  which  was  trying  to  deport 
them.  \ 

This  representation  of  private  clients 
before  a  federal  Government  agency  by 
an  officialNof  the  Federal  court  raises 
serious  questions  of  propriety. 

In  my  opinion,  a  United  States  Com¬ 
missioner — who  serves  as  a  magistrate 
under  appointment  and  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  Stated  district  court — should 
not  be  permittees  to  represent  private 
clients  in  any  caseYnvolving  the  Federal 
Government  or  any'Federal  agency. 

Practice  of  this  typte  is  not  good  public 
policy.  It  inevitably  \|eads  to  real  or 
seeming  abuses.  \ 

It  was  to  prevent  just  such  abuses  that 
the  Justice  Department  recently  barred 
United  States  district  attorneys  and 
their  assistants  from  engaging  in  private 
practice.  \ 

The  same  principle  shoula\apply  to 
United  States  Commissioners  in  impor¬ 
tant  jurisdictions  like  the  District  of 
Columbia,  where  they  supposedlyMevote 
full  time  to  their  official  duties.  \ 
That  is  the  purpose  of  the  bill  Ram 
introducing.  I  hope  it  will  be  enacted 
promptly  in  order  to  prevent  simiftu- 
incidents  in  the  future.  \ 


AMENDING  RURAL  ELECTRIFICA¬ 
TION  ACT  OF  1936 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  254)  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  consideration  of  H.  R. 
5376,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended,  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  Into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.  R.  5376)  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Act  of  1936,  as  amended.  After  general 
debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill, 
and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  1  hour,  to 
be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall 
be  read  for  amendment  under  the  5-minute 
rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee 
shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  in¬ 
tervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Allen]. 

I  yield  myself  at  this  time  such  time 
as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  resolution  under 
consideration.  House  Resolution  254, 
makes  in  order,  if  adopted,  consideration 
of  H.  R.  5376,  an  act  to  amend  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936. 


As  far  as  I  know,  there  is  no  objection 
to  the  rule.  However,  there  is  some  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  bill  which  this  rule  would 
make  in  order. 

Under  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936  50  percent  of  all  the  moneys  ap¬ 
propriated  by  the  Congress  was  allocated 
by  the  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
trator  to  the  States  in  proportion  to  the 
number  of  unelectrified  farms  in  the 
State,  in  proportion  to  the  general  aver¬ 
age  of  unelectrified  farms  with  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  10  percent  allowed  for  any  one 
State.  That  was  important  at  that  time 
because  only  about  3  percent  of  the  farms 
of  America  were  electrified.  Now  more 
than  90  percent  of  the  farms  are  electri¬ 
fied  and  we  are  up  against  the  proposi¬ 
tion,  as  these  farms  are  being  electrified, 
of  having  to  increase  the  size  of  the 
powerlines.  In  other  words,  we  have  to 
increase  the  highways  of  poles  to  carry 
heavier  loads  that  must  go  out  to  these 
areas  in  order  that  full  use  of  electricity 
can  be  had. 

H.  R.  5376  simply  repeals  section  3  of 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936. 
That  leaves  it  up  to  the  Administrator  to 
apportion  this  fund  as  in  his  judgment 
seems  wise  and  proper.  That  was  ob¬ 
jected  to  quite  seriously  in  the  other  body, 
and  they  passed  their  own  bill  in  lieu  of 
an  identical  bill  with  H.  R.  5376.  In  sub¬ 
stance,  the  bill  which  passed  the  Senate 
provided  that  25  percent  of  the  money 
appropriated  by  the  Congress  is  allocated 
as  under  the  old  formula,  except  that 
where  there  was  a  limitation  of  10  per¬ 
cent  per  State  there  is  now  an  allocation 
of  25  percent,  and  75  percent  of  it  is  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  Administrator  in  his  dis¬ 
cretion,  with  a  25 -percent  maximum  to 
each  State. 

To  make  it  more  clear  to  the  mem¬ 
bership,  let  us  say  for  instance,  that  this 
Congress  should  appropriate  $160  million 
for  the  REA.  Under  the  bill  that  is  to  be 
made  in  order  by  this  rule,  that  $160 
million  could  be  used  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  as  he  saw  fit;  but  under  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill,  which  I  understand  is  to  be  of¬ 
fered  as  a  substitute  for  this  bill  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  if  this  rule  is 
adopted,  25  percent  of  the  $160  million 
or  $40  million  of  it,  would  be  under  the 
old  formula  with  the  exception  that  in¬ 
stead  of  10  percent  as  at  present  it  is 
to  be  25  percent,  which  would  make  the 
maximum  for  any  one  State  $10  million 
to  try  to  reach  area  coverage.  One  hun¬ 
dred  and  twenty  million  dollars,  or  75 
percent  of  $160  million,  would  be  set  aside 
by  the  Administrator  to  make  improve¬ 
ment  as  he  saw  fit,  with  a  25  percent 
limitation  to  any  one  State,  or  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  $30  million  for  any  State. 

Roughly,  that  is  all  there  is  to  it.  It 
is  a  very  simple  proposition.  So  far  as 
I  can  see,  gather,  and  hear,  there  is  no 
opposition  to  the  rule  but  there  is  op¬ 
position  to  the  bill  made  in  order  by  this 
resolution. 

I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  PoageI. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  statement  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  has  made.  He  has  explained 
the  matter  very  well. 

I  might  suggest  that  it  was  the  feel¬ 
ing  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  that 


since  the  Senate  had  passed  a  bill  that 
seemed  to  be  acceptable  to  everyone  we 
would  ask  to  take  up  the  Senate  bill. 
There  was  very  little  objection  to  the 
original  bill  when  it  passed  the  commit¬ 
tee;  I  think  there  was  one  vote  against 
it.  This  vote  represented  a  State  that 
does  have  a  substantial  number  of  un¬ 
electrified  farms.  To  be  sure  that  there 
might  always  be  money  available  should 
there  be  any  substantial  number  of  un¬ 
electrified  farms  the  Senate  bill  pro¬ 
vides  that  25  percent  of  the  total  money 
appropriated  should  be  first  available  for 
apportionment  on  the  basis  of  unelec¬ 
trified  farms.  The  Senate  bill,  therefore, 
takes  care  of  the  objection  that  was 
raised  by  those  who  feared  that  there 
might  somehow  be  a  situation  when  a 
State  which  needed  money  for  unelectri¬ 
fied  farms  might  not  be  able  to  get  it. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  all  those 
who  have  had  any  objection  are  willing 
to  accept  the  Senate  bill.  The  people 
responsible  for  carrying  out  the  program 
seem  to  be  pleased  with  the  Senate  bill; 
the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative 
Association  is  satisfied  with  the  Senate 
bill ;  and  as  far  as  I  can  see  nobody  who 
has  any  responsibility  in  the  matter  is 
opposed  to  the  Senate  bill.  Conse¬ 
quently,  it  will  be  my  intention  when 
the  rule  is  adopted  to  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s  table 
the  Senate  bill,  S.  153,  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration.  Should  this 
bill  be  passed  there  will  be  no  need  to 
proceed  further  with  the  House  bill 
which  I  introduced. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
my  judgment,  no  agency  of  the  Federal 
Government  has  contributed  more  to  a 
higher  standard  of  living  for  rural  peo¬ 
ple  than  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration.  In  the  short  period  of  20 
years  electric  power  has  been  made  avail¬ 
able  to  approximately  95  percent  of 
America’s  rural  homes.  The  program 
has  worked  fine.  It  has  been  free  of 
scandal.  Its  repayment  record  for  bor¬ 
rowed  Federal  money  is  unequaled.  It 
has  been  reasonably  free  of  politics.  All 
of  this  progress  has  been  made  under  a 
distribution  formula  which  the  House 
bill  proposes  to  repeal. 

Personally,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel  it  would 
be  a  mistake  to  repeal  this  formula.  I 
was  the  only  member  of  the  great  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  which  voted 
against  reporting  H.  R.  5376.  Although 
the  overwhelming  weight  of  opinion  was 
contrary  to  my  own,  I  have  not  changed 
my  views  about  the  bill.  I  hasten  to  add, 
however,  that  the  members  of  my  com¬ 
mittee  are  just  as  zealous  in  their  sup¬ 
port  of  REA  as  I  am.  In  their  judg¬ 
ment  this  bill  would  not  do  damage  to 
nor  retard  the  progress  of  rural  elec¬ 
trification.  But,  as  I  say,  I  firmly  be¬ 
lieve  they  have  been  treading  on  dan¬ 
gerous  ground. 

To  repeal  the  formula  outright  and 
leave  the  Administrator  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration  with  ab¬ 
solute  authority  might  result  in  the  use 
of  REA  lending  funds  for  political  pur¬ 
poses.  It  would  place  every  potential 
borrower  in  competition  with  all  other 
potential  borrowers  of  such  funds  as  are 
available,  whereas,  under  the  present 
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formula  borrowers  can  place  their  ap¬ 
plications  and  come  to  Washington 
knowing  that  they  will  not  have  to  be 
competing  with  other  REA  co-ops  in 
other  States  for  available  funds.  They 
know  before  they  place  the  application 
that  money  has  been  earmarked  in 
Washington  for  the  benefit  of  their  own 
States.  I  do  not  want  this  provision 
repealed  outright. 

An  agreement  has  been  reached  in 
which  I  participated  to  substitute  the 
Senate  bill  for  the  House  bill.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  maintains  the  general  objectives 
and  principal  features  of  the  present 
formula.  The  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Trimble]  has  very  clearly  explained 
the  substitute.  While  the  Senate  bill 
does  not  go  as  far  as  I  would  like,  I  have 
agreed  to  go  along.  It  assures  all  States 
that  a  reasonable  portion  of  the  appro¬ 
priated  funds  will  be  earmarked  for  each 
State.  That  is  what  I  have  been  fight¬ 
ing  for.  All  legislation  is  the  result  of 
compromise.  This  is  a  reasonably  good 
compromise  and  I  am  happy  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  bill  S.  153  to  remove 
from  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  for¬ 
mulas  restricting  the  distribution  of  REA 
loan  funds  which  were  valuable  when  the 
program  was  in  its  earlier  stages,  but 
which  are  now  obsolete  and  place  un¬ 
necessary  limitations  on  the  flexibility  of 
the  loan  program. 

Twenty  years  of  REA  have  caused  a 
revolutionary  change  in  American  farm 
life  and  unless  you  have  actually 
watched  that  momentous  change  take 
place  you  do  not  have  any  deep  realiza¬ 
tion  of  what  it  has  meant  to  millions  of 
American  farmers.  With  constantly  in¬ 
creasing  consumption  of  electricity  life 
on  the  farms  throughout  our  land  has 
become  more  pleasant  as  electricity  takes 
over  chores  which  were  once  drudgery. 
Farm  isolation  has  been  defeated  by  the 
use  of  farm  telephones,  radio,  and  tele¬ 
vision. 

On  May  11,  1935,  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  was  established  pursuant 
to  Executive  Order  7037,  and  at  this 
time  only  10  percent  of  our  farms  had 
electricity.  Loans  for  the  REA  program 
beginning  June  30,  1936,  and  continuing 
to  June  30,  1954,  amount  to  $3,046,832,- 
099.  This  represents  1,417,441  miles  of 
line  serving  4,487,045  consumers.  The 
amount  of  energy  pm-chased  by  the  REA 
consumers  increased  from  some  402  mil¬ 
lion  kilowatt-hours  in  1940  to  over  14 
billion  kilowatt-hours  today.  At  the 
present  time  91  percent  of  our  farms 
are  using  electricity  for  a  multitude  of 
chores  as  well  as  for  light  and  entertain¬ 
ment. 

The  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky  has 
26  Rural  Electrification  Administration 
distribution  cooperatives  serving  over 
205,000  consumers  in  110  of  the  State’s 
120  counties.  Every  county  of  the  Sec¬ 
ond  Congressional  District  is  served  by 
REA.  The  first  REA  loan  in  Kentucky 
was  made  to  the  Henderson-Union  Rural 
Electric  Cooperative  Corp.,  which  is  lo¬ 
cated  in  my  district.  Sixteen  of  the 
twenty-six  distribution  coops  joined  to¬ 
gether  and  placed  into  operation  in  Ken¬ 


tucky  the  largest  REA  steam  electric 
power-generating  plant  in  America,  with 
a  capacity  of  110,000  kilowatts. 

The  average  farm  output  per  man¬ 
hour  of  labor  today  is  almost  twice  what 
it  was  prior  to  World  War  II,  and  this 
increase  in  efficiency  is  partly  due  to  the 
use  of  electricity.  A  whole  new  life  has 
been  opened  up  to  farm  women  as  the 
result  of  the  use  of  electricity,  and  they 
are  today  free  of  many  of  the  chores 
which  brought  about  the  early  death  of 
generations  of  farm  women. 

REA  is  one  of  the  great  achievements 
of  our  present  day  Government  and  the 
Congress  should  keep  this  law  up  to  date, 
thereby  continuing  the  forward  march  of 
rural  electrification  in  America.  Passage 
of  this  bill  is  another  step  in  the  right 
direction. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  glad  to 
see  the  unanimous  support  which  has 
been  given  the  bill  S.  153.  This  meas¬ 
ure  is  similar  to  H.  R.  2138  which  I  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House  on  January  13,  1955. 

H.  R.  2138  would  have  eliminated  en¬ 
tirely  the  so-called  State  allotment  for¬ 
mula  with  respect  to  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  loans.  S.  153  applies  the  State  al¬ 
lotment  formula  to  25  percent  of  the 
annual  sums  made  available  for  loans 
with  the  proviso  that  any  part  of  such 
amount  which  is  not  loaned  or  obligated 
during  the  first  6  months  of  the  fiscal 
year  will  thereafter  be  available  for  loan 
by  the  Administrator  without  allotment. 

For  all  practical  purposes  this  provi¬ 
sion  meets  the  difficulties  which  have 
arisen  in  the  practical  administration 
of  the  existing  law.  It  also  reassures 
those  who  feel  that  there  is  still  need 
for  an  allotment  formula. 

I  am  advised  that  the  National  Rural 
Electrification  Cooperative  Association 
which  appeared  before  the  committee  in 
support  of  H.  R.  5376,  H.  R.  2138,  and 
similar  bills  is  agreeable  to  accepting 
the  Senate  bill.  I  am  informed  also  by 
the  Administrator  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Administration  that  that  agency, 
while  preferring  the  House  bill,  finds 
the  Senate  bill  acceptable. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  do  not  believe  it  is  necessary 
for  me  to  review  or  extoll  to  the  members 
of  this  Congress  the  magnificent  accom¬ 
plishments  of  the  rural  electrification 
program  carried  out  by  the  REA  cooper¬ 
ative  for  the  past  20  years.  I  know  that 
some  members  are  well  versed  on  the 
record  of  the  REA. 

In  appearing  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Conservation  and  Credit  of  the  House 
Agriculture  Committee  on  April  14,  in 
support  of  my  bill,  H.  R.  4572,  to  change 
the  formula  for  REA  loans,  I  emphasized 
that  the  needs  and  conditions  of  REA 
have  changed  since  the  program  was 
started  in  1935.  Twenty  years  ago  only 
10  percent  of  the  Nation’s  farms  were 
electrified.  The  need  then — and  for  a 
number  of  years  up  to  the  present — was 
for  loan  authorizations  to  develop  rural 
electrification  along  horizontal  lines. 
In  other  words,  the  objective  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  was  to  provide  loan  funds  for 
extending  service  to  the  Nation’s  unelec¬ 
trified  farms.  This  goal  has  been  virtu¬ 


ally  accomplished  as  is  testified  to  by  the 
fact  that  approximately  93  percent  of  the 
Nation’s  farms  are  now  electrified. 

In  the  early  history  of  REA  and  up  to 
the  present  time  the  loan  formula  of  the 
program  served  a  worthwhile  purpose  in. 
guaranteeing  equity  in  loans  to  all 
areas  of  the  country.  Conditions  have 
changed  since  1935  and  the  present  for¬ 
mula  is  outmoded  with  reference  to  the 
needs  of  REA  cooperatives.  There  is 
considerable  evidence  now  to  indicate 
that  the  formula  must  be  revised  to  allow 
REA  cooperatives  to  develop  services 
along  vertical  lines. 

Mr.  John  Madgett,  general  manager  of 
the  Dairyland  Power  Cooperative,  has 
summarized  this  well  in  the  January  1, 
1955,  issue  of  the  organization’s  publica¬ 
tion.  Before  I  quote  in  part  from  Mr. 
Madgett’s  article,  I  wish  to  say  that  the 
Dairyland  Power  Cooperative — which 
serves  all  10  of  the  county  REA  coopera¬ 
tives  in  my  district — is  the  largest 
farmer- owned  electric  power  cooperative 
in  the  world.  In  addition  to  the  REA 
co-ops  in  my  district,  Dairyland  Power 
Cooperative  also  serves  cooperatives  in 
other  sections  of  Wisconsin,  Minnesota, 
Iowa,  and  Illinois. 

Here  is  what  Mr.  Madgett  has  to  say 
about  rural  electrification  development: 

After  19  years  of  progress,  however,  ex¬ 
perience  has  taught  that  all  rural  areas  in 
the  Nation  are  not  expanding  at  an  equal 
rate  as  far  as  their  electrification  programs 
are  concerned.  The  dairyland  area,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  has  seen  a  demand  for  power  which 
continually  astounds  even  the  most  opti¬ 
mistic  believers  in  cooperative  rural  elec¬ 
trification.  Because  of  this,  the  States  in 
which  we  serve  have  arrived  at  a  point  where 
a  larger  share  of  REA  funds  is  needed  in  or¬ 
der  to  construct  heavier  and  more  costly 
generation,  transmission,  and  distribution  fa¬ 
cilities  to  meet  the  constantly  rising  loads. 
Many  areas  in  the  Nation,  of  which  we  are 
one,  have  virtually  reached  a  saturation 
point  insofar  as  geographic  or  new  mem¬ 
bership  expansion  is  concerned  and  the  chief 
aim  now  is  to  meet  the  increased  demands 
for  power. 

Mr.  Madgett  continues  in  his  column 
with  this  significant  observation: 

Difficult  as  it  is  for  the  uninformed  to  be¬ 
lieve,  it  is  still  true  that  this  vertical  growth, 
or  growth  to  meet  greater  power  require¬ 
ments  of  the  cooperative  membership,  en¬ 
tails  the  expenditure  of  greater  sums  than 
those  needed  to  merely  expand  into  an  area 
to  cover  new  users  of  energy.  Dairyland, 
for  example,  found  it  necessary  to  request 
funds  in  the  amount  of  $8%  million  to  con¬ 
struct  a  new  50,000-kilowatt  reheat  unit 
at  the  Alma  station — almost  an  impossi¬ 
bility  under  the  present  formula.  Such  a 
sum  of  money  was  never  dreamed  of  in  the 
early  days  when  it  was  thought  that  the 
generating  station  such  as  ours  at  Genoa  and 
Chippewa  Falls  would  take  care  of  require¬ 
ments  for  years  to  come.  Even  larger  units 
and  installations  will  be  required  in  the  fu¬ 
ture. 

Mr.  Speaker,  from  the  1953  annual 
report  of  the  Dairyland  Power  Coopera¬ 
tive — and  this  is  the  latest  report  that  I 
have — the  story  of  increased  power  de¬ 
mands  of  patrons  is  dramatically  told 
in  figures  of  average  kilowatt-hours  used 
per  month  by  individual  members.  Here 
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are  the  statistics  on  the  average  use  per 
month  per  member  in  kilowatt-hours : 


Kilowatt- 

hours 

_  130 

1Q4R  _ _ _ _  129 

IQ'fi 

_  __  __  160 

1  94-7 

_ _  188 

1C4S 

_  220 

1Q49  _ 

_ Z _  240 

IQ'fl 

_  _  _  257 

1951 

_  _  294 

1952  _ 

_  328 

1953  _ 

_  _  _  367 

You  will  note  from  these  figures  that 
in  the  10-year  period  from  1944  through 
1953  the  consumption  of  the  average 
member  of  Dairyland  Power  Cooperative 
served  cooperatives  has  almost  trebled. 
These  figures  bring  into  bold  relief  the 
problem  of  vertical  demands  confronting 
the  REA  cooperatives  of  our  country. 

The  bill  on  which  we  intended  to  vote 
today,  H.  R.  5376,  changed  the  formula 
to  meet  in  a  realistic  manner  the  prob¬ 
lems  facing  REA  cooperatives  today ;  but 
when  a  similar  bill,  S.  153,  came  up  in 
the  Senate,  to  meet  objections  from  cer¬ 
tain  sections  of  the  country  which  have 
not  advanced  as  far  in  the  electrification 
of  farms  as  we  in  Wisconsin,  a  compro¬ 
mise  amendment  was  proposed  and 
adopted. 

I  have  talked  with  REA  people  in  Wis¬ 
consin  and  with  Mr.  Clyde  Ellis  of  the 
National  Rural  Electrification  Associa¬ 
tion  here  in  Washington  with  regard  to 
the  proposed  changes.  They  feel,  for 
the  sake  of  harmony  in  the  REA  pro¬ 
gram  all  over  the  United  States,  the 
Senate  bill,  as  amended,  should  be  ac¬ 
cepted. 

This  amendment,  as  I  understand  it, 
proposes  to  modify  the  State  allotment 
formula  as  it  now  appears  in  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  so  that  25 — in  place 
of  50 — percent  of  the  annual  electrifica¬ 
tion  loan  funds  shall  be  allotted  among 
the  States  in  proportion  to  the  number 
of  unelectrified  farms.  The  remaining 
75  percent  could  be  loaned  without  al¬ 
lotments,  subject  to  the  limitation  that 
not  more  than  25 — in  place  of  10 — per¬ 
cent  thereof  may  be  employed  in  any  one 
State.  The  effect  of  the  proposed 
amendment  of  subsection  (e)  would  be 
to  release  that  part  of  the  funds  sub¬ 
ject  to  State  allotment  which  had  not 
been  obligated  or  loaned  during  the  first 
6  months  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they 
are  made  available  so  that  they  may  be 
loaned  in  any  State  subject  only  to  the 
25-percent  limitation.  Any  funds  not 
loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  they  are  made  available  would 
be  carried  over  and  be  available  for  loan 
in  subsequent  years  in  any  State  without 
allotment  subject  only  to  the  25-percent 
limitation. 

The  proposed  revision  will  afford 
greater  flexibility  in  the  administration 
of  the  electrification  loan  program  than 
is  possible  under  the  existing  State  allot¬ 
ment  formula.  Applying  the  revised  al¬ 
lotment  formula  to  the  electrification 
loan  funds  carried  in  the  1956  appropria¬ 
tions,  and  using  electrified  farms  as  of 
July  1,  1954,  as  the  formula  base,  it  is 
believed  that  the  revised  formula  will 
permit  the  making  of  any  loans  for 
which  applications  are  now  on  hand  or 


which  are  now  being  worked  upon  in  the 
field. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  closing,  I  wish  to  in¬ 
clude  for  the  Members’  consideration, 
and  the  official  Record,  letters  from  Mr. 
John  Madgett,  W.  V.  Thomas,  general 
manager,  Wisconsin  Electric  Coopera¬ 
tive,  and  others  citing  their  support  of 
my  bill,  H.  R.  4572,  which  embodies  the 
same  features  as  the  bill  which  we  will 
vote  on  today.  The  letters,  as  you  will 
discover,  outline  the  annual  survey. 
Since  these  leaders  are  acknowledged  ex¬ 
perts  in  the  field  of  rural  electrification, 
their  statements  should  be  given  far 
more  weight  than  mine  as  a  layman.  It 
is  for  that  reason  that  I  am  asking  the 
Members  to  study  these  letters. 

Mr.  Speaker,  under  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  I  would  like  to  include  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  a  statement  from  the  Dairyland 
Power  Cooperative  of  La  Crosse,  Wis.;  a 
statement  of  the  Wisconsin  Electric  Co¬ 
operative  of  Madison,  Wis.;  a  statement 
of  the  Eau  Claire  Electric  Cooperative  of 
Eau  Claire,  Wis.,  and  a  letter  from  the 
Chippewa  Valley  Electric  Cooperative  of 
Cornell,  Wis. 

The  statements  referred  to  follow: 

Dairyland  Power  Cooperative, 

La  Crosse,  Wis.,  April  12,  1955. 
Subject:  H.  R.  4572,  amending  REA  loan 
formula. 

Hon.  Lester  R.  Johnson, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Johnson:  I  have  had 
an  opportunity  to  review  H.  R.  4572  and  to 
compare  the  changes  which  would  result 
from  the  present  legal  requirements.  I 
heartily  endorse  this  bill  and  trust  that  you 
will  make  every  effort  to  secure  its  passage. 

The  Dairyland  Power  Cooperative  and  the 
whole  cooperative  rural  electrification  move¬ 
ment  in  the  United  States  has  a  great  deal 
at  stake  on  this  issue.  My  general  views  on 
the  subject  are  expressed  in  the  January  is¬ 
sue  of  Dairyland’s  house  organ  entitled, 
“Dairyland  Current  Matters.”  My  views  ap¬ 
pear  on  pages  2  and  12.  Kindly  feel  free  to 
use  this  article  if  you  care  to.  I  am  enclos¬ 
ing  three  copies  of  the  issue  and,  hence,  do 
not  need  to  recapitulate  here  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  loan  formula  change  to  Dairy- 
land. 

Your  bill  accomplishes  three  basic  ob¬ 
jectives  which  are  highly  desirable: 

(1)  It  modifies  the  present  unwieldy  and, 
all  too  often,  impossible  loan  formula. 

(2)  It  makes  provisions  on  a  practical 
basis  for  meeting  the  growing  requirements 
for  larger  loans  for  cooperative  generation 
and  transmission. 

(3)  It  requires  that  the  Administrator  con¬ 
tinue  the  annual  survey  to  determine  the 
number  of  farms  not  having  central  station 
service. 

From  1938  to  the  present  time  the  size  of 
Dairyland’s  generating  units  has  increased 
from  700  to  50,000  kilowatts.  The  cost  per 
unit  has  increased  from  $100,000  to  $8,400,- 
000.  Even  larger  units  and,  therefore,  larger 
initial  loans  will  be  necessary  to  meet  our 
future  needs.  Hence,  the  longer  we  go  the 
more  difficult  and  impossible  it  becomes  to 
make  adequate  construction  loans  for  gen¬ 
eration  and  transmission  to  meet  our  ever- 
expanding  needs.  In  fact,  I  seriously  doubt 
whether  Dairyland’s  next  loan  request  can 
be  met  under  the  present  formula. 

One  thing  we  should  not  lose  sight  of  is  the 
overall  progress  of  cooperative  rural  electrifi¬ 
cation  throughout  the  Nation.  Hence,  I 
urgently  suggest  that  the  annual  survey  on 
unelectrified  farms  be  definitely  retained  and 
that  other  studies  not  inconsistent  there¬ 
with  be  continued  so  that  the  Nation  as  a 


whole  can  at  all  times  be  fully  informed  re¬ 
garding  progress. 

It  is  my  sincere  conviction  that  the  change 
In  legislation  will  be  beneficial  not  only  to 
Dairyland  Power  Cooperative  but  to  rural 
electric  cooperatives  throughout  the  Nation, 
allowing  them  a  normal  growth  without  be¬ 
ing  limited  in  so  many  instances  under  the 
outmoded  State-allotment  formula.  The 
extent  of  Dairyland’s  future  progress  and  its 
ability  to  meet  its  system  requirements 
would  definitely  be  affected  by  the  outcome 
of  action  on  your  bill. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Dairyland  Power  Cooperative, 
John  P.  Madgett, 

General  Manager. 

Wisconsin  Electrlc  Cooperative, 

Madison,  Wis.,  April  13,  1955. 
Hon.  Lester  Johnson, 

Member  of  Congress, 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Johnson:  On  behalf  of 
the  rural  electric  cooperatives  of  Wisconsin, 
our  public  relations  committee  has  instruct¬ 
ed  me  to  thank  you  for  introducing  H.  R. 
4572.  This  measure,  if  it  becomes  law,  prom¬ 
ises  to  remove  the  constant  cloud  of  un¬ 
certainty  regarding  loan  appropriations  for 
REA-financed  cooperatives. 

We  are  happy  to  see  that  REA  Adminstra- 
tor  Ancher  Nelsen,  also  spokesmen  for  the 
Farm  Bureau,  Farmers  Union,  and  our  own 
National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Asso¬ 
ciation  have  recommended  elimination  of 
the  formula.  This  formula  language  has  al¬ 
ways  been  a  continuing  threat  to  the  welfare 
of  Dairyland  Power  Cooperative  because  the 
need  of  Dairyland  for  generating  funds  is 
greater  each  year  due  to  the  increasing  use 
of  electricity  in  our  rural  area.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  in  the  case  of  the  last  loan  made  to 
Dairyland  it  has  been  a  nip-and-tuck  propo¬ 
sition  under  the  present  formula  language  to 
get  the  amount  of  funds  necessary  to  pur¬ 
chase  the  required  generating  capacity. 

We  particularly  want  to  thank  you  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  your  bill  the  retention  of  the  an¬ 
nual  survey  of  unelectrified  farms.  This 
survey  is  the  best  way  we  know  of  assuring 
the  Congress  and  the  public  of  the  accurate 
status  of  rural  electrification  in  the  United 
States.  It  is  the  type  of  information  which 
provides  us  all  with  an  intelligent  tool  to 
appraise  the  need  for  loan  funds.  This  sur¬ 
vey  has  been  carried  on  over  the  years  at 
nominal  cost,  and  has  proven  itself  over  and 
over  again  whenever  a  question  arose  con¬ 
cerning  progress  of  the  program.  We  feel 
that  to  remove  the  survey  at  this  time  would 
fail  to  realize  any  substantial  saving,  yet 
would  whittle  away  at  the  amount  of  factual 
information  required  for  intelligent  ap¬ 
praisal  of  the  progress  of  this  program. 

Wisconsin’s  rural  electric  cooperatives 
again  thank  you  for  introducing  this  meas¬ 
ure,  and  urge  that  you  do  everything  pos¬ 
sible  to  steer  it  into  law. 

Cordially  and  respectfully, 

Wisconsin  Electric  Cooperative, 

W.  V.  Thomas,  General  Manager. 

Eau  Claire  Electric  Cooperative, 

Eau  Claire,  Wis.,  April  7,  1955. 
Hon.  Lester  Johnson, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir:  I  was  pleased  to  receive  a  copy 
of  your  bill,  H.  R.  4572,  which  changes  the 
formula  governing  allocation  of  rural  electri¬ 
fication  loans.  Although  most  of  the  farms 
in  Wisconsin  are  receiving  central-station 
energy  the  REA-financed  cooperatives  are  re¬ 
quired  to  add  capacity  to  their  systems  to 
serve  additional  electrical  loads  connected  by 
these  farmers. 

Increasing  the  capacity  of  our  distribution 
systems  does  not  alone  solve  the  problem 
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as  it  is  also  necessary  that  we  have  adequate 
transmission  and  generation  facilities.  It  is 
as  important  to  our  member-owners  to  have 
our  power  delivered  into  our  distribution  co¬ 
operative  area  as  delivering  the  energy  from 
the  substation  to  the  farmer.  For  that  rea¬ 
son  it  is  necessary  that  the  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Administrator  be  permitted  to  loan 
funds  to  Dairyland  Power  Cooperative,  our 
supplier,  and  the  distribution  cooperatives 
to  improve  facilities  when  and  where  needed. 

Unless  Dairyland  Power  Cooperative  is 
permitted  through  the  use  of  loan  funds  to 
improve  its  generation  and  transmission 
facilities  several  years  in  advance  of  the  loan 
requirements  the  farmers  served  by  their 
electric  cooperatives  would  seriously  suffer. 

We  sincerely  believe  that  your  bill,  H.  R. 
4572,  will  accomplish  the  necessary  changes 
in  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  to  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  both  city  and  rural  people. 

Sincerely  yours, 

V.  M.  Dufeck,  Manager. 

Chippewa  Valley  Electric  Cooperative, 

Cornell,  Wis.,  April  7,  1955. 
Mr.  Lester  Johnson, 

Congress  of  the  United  States , 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Lester:  In  reply  to  yours  of  the  31st 
of  March.  I  have  no  comment  to  make  on 
your  bill,  H.  R.  4572;  it  seems  to  me  these 
changes  are  for  the  benefit  of  the  majority, 
and  that  was  the  basic  idea  of  the  REA 
program. 

I  also  wish  to  take  this  opportunity  to  con¬ 
gratulate  you  on  the  fine  showing  you  are 
giving  our  district. 

Yours  very  truly, 

R.  L.  Cleaves,  Manager. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  S.  153.  As  was  pointed  out  in 
the  Senate  report,  the  original  provision 
that  50  percent  of  the  annual  appropria¬ 
tion  made  available  by  the  Congress 
must  be  allotted  for  loans  in  the  several 
States  in  the  proportion  which  the  num¬ 
ber  of  their  unelectrified  farms  bears  to 
the  total  number  of  unelectrified  farms 
in  the  United  States,  served  a  useful  pur¬ 
pose  in  the  past.  Now  I  feel,  however, 
that  it  has  outlived  its  usefulness.  As  of 
June  30,  1954,  it  is  estimated  by  REA 
that  92.3  percent  of  the  Nation’s  farms 
are  electrified.  In  43  States  more  than 
85  percent  of  the  farms  are  electrified. 

The  need  for  electrification  loan  funds 
can  no  longer  be  measured  accurately 
on  the  basis  of  unelectrified  farms.  It  is 
apparent  today  that  the  greatest  need 
for  loans  arise  where  improvement  must 
be  made  in  the  systems  built  in  the  early 
days  of  REA  and  where  additional  power 
sources  must  be  provided  to  meet  stead¬ 
ily  growing  demands  for  electricity  on 
the  farm.  The  enactment  of  this  bill 
will  accomplish  three  things: 

First.  Providing  flexibility  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  making  loan  funds 
available  where  needed  rather  than  a 
prescribed  rigid  formula  that  is  no  longer 
realistic. 

Second.  Reducing  annual  require¬ 
ments  for  loan  funds  that  because  of 
present  limitations  have  been  more  than 
total  actual  loan  requirements. 

Third.  Will  remove  the  necessity  for 
annual  surveys  of  unelectrified  farms 
which  is  now  needless. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  passage  of 
this  bill. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  believe  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
has  explained  the  rule  and  the  main  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill.  Like  the  gentleman 


from  Arkansas,  I  know  of  no  opposition 
to  the  rule,  at  least. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  153) ,  to  amend 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  subsections  (c), 
(d),  and  (e)  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  903  (c),  (d), 
and  (e)  )  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  Twenty-five  percent  of  the  annual 
sums  herein  made  available  or  appropriated 
for  loans  for  rural  electrification  pursuant 
to  sections  4  and  5  of  this  title  shall  be  al¬ 
lotted  yearly  by  the  administrator  for  loans 
in  the  several  States  in  the  proportion  which 
the  number  of  their  farms  not  then  receiv¬ 
ing  central  station  electric  service  bears  to 
the  total  number  of  farms  of  the  United 
States  not  then  receiving  such  service:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  if  any  part  of  such  sums  are  not 
loaned  or  obligated  during  the  first  6  months 
of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  are  made 
available,  such  part  shall  thereafter  be  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  by  the  administrator  with¬ 
out  allotment:  Provided,  however,  That  not 
more  than  25  percent  of  said  sums  may  be 
employed  in  any  one  State  or  in  all  of  the 
Territories.  The  administrator  shall  with¬ 
in  90  days  after  the  beginning  of  each  fis¬ 
cal  year  determine  for  each  State  and  for 
the  United  States  the  number  of  farms  not 
then  receiving  such  service. 

“(d)  The  remaining  75  percent  of  such 
annual  sums  shall  be  available  for  rural  elec¬ 
trification  loans  in  the  several  States  and  in 
the  Territories,  without  allotment  as  here¬ 
inabove  provided  in  such  amounts  for  each 
State  and  Territory  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
administrator,  may  be  effectively  employed 
for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  and  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7:  Provided, 
however.  That  not  more  than  25  percent  of 
said  unallotted  annual  sums  may  be  em¬ 
ployed  in  any  one  State,  or  in  all  of  the  Ter¬ 
ritories. 

“(e)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made 
available  for  the  purposes  of  this  act  are 
not  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  they  are  made  available,  such  un¬ 
expended  or  unobligated  sums  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  by  the  administrator  in  the 
following  year  or  years  without  allotment: 
Provided,  however,  That  not  more  than  25 
percent  of  said  sums  for  rural  electrification 
loans  may  be  employed  in  any  one  State  or 
in  all  of  the  Territories.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  such  act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “10  percent”  and  inserting 
“25  percent.” 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  and  a  similar 
House  bill  (H.  R.  5376)  were  laid  on 
the  table. 
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PERMISSION  TO  SIT  DURING  SES¬ 
SION  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  the  Armed  Services  may  be  permitted 
to  sit  during  the  session  of  the  House 
this  afternoon. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  fror 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EX'] 

(Mr.  ABERNETHY  asked  And  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
following  those  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  on  the  rule  just  adopted.) 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  be  permitted  tort sxtend  their  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Record  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  the  remark's  of  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  pi  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  wa/ no  objection. 

THE  TRAINED  NURSE 

<m/.  AUCHINCLOSS  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
fojr  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
s  remarks,  and  to  include  an  address 

y  Mrs.  Hobby. ) 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  grateful  for  the  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  my  remarks  in  the  Record  and  in¬ 
clude  the  inspiring  speech  made  by  Hon. 
Oveta  Culp  Hobby,  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  to  the  grad¬ 
uating  class  of  the  School  of  Nursing  of 
the  Presbyterian  Hospital,  Columbia- 
Presbyterian  Medical  Center,  in  New 
York  City  on  June  2,  1955.  This  school 
is  one  of  the  outstanding  institutions 
of  its  kind  in  the  country  with  a  most 
exacting  training  and  educational  sched¬ 
ule  and  I  am  very  proud  that  a  niece  of 
mine,  Susannah  Manwaring  Lee,  was  a 
member  of  the  graduating  class. 

Mrs.  Hobby’s  address  is  replete  with 
good,  practical  as  well  as  spiritual  ad¬ 
vice,  and  I  am  especially  impressed  and 
Lmoved  by  her  wise  and  helpful  admoni- 

on: 

would  say  to  you  with  passionate  earnest- 
ne3k  this  one  thing:  always  keep  your 
warmth.  Let  the  years  of  experience  sharpen 
your  understanding  of  human  emotions  and 
humam.  needs,  rather  than  dull  your  per- 
ceptionsiby  their  routine. 

Schedules,  too  much  work  and  too  little 
time,  repetition  of  sights  of  pain  and  heart¬ 
break  and  Nsorrow — all  these  things  will 
combine  to  \build  a  shell  around  you. 
Don’t  let  themy 

Mrs.  Hobby  ^as  practiced  what  she 
preaches  through  the  years  of  service 
she  has  given  heiVountry.  She  has  not 
permitted  the  stram  and  stress  of  pub¬ 
lic  life  to  build  a  shell  around  her,  but 
in  spite  of  criticismNand  the  anxieties 
of  family  life  she  continues  her  service, 
an  earnest,  self-sacrificnjg  person  dedi¬ 
cated  to  her  duty. 

This  is  a  great  address  ^d  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  read  it. 

President  Cooper,  members  of^he  gradu¬ 
ating  class,  and  guests;  from  Florence  Night¬ 
ingale  to  the  Angel  of  Dien  Bien’Phu,  the 
trained  nurse  has  held  a  very  specral  place 
in  human  hearts  and  human  vision!  You 
know  this,  because  the  ideal  of  nursing  played 
a  strong  part  in  attracting  you  to  the  studies 
you  are  now  completing,  to  the  profession 
you  are  ready  to  enter. 
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No  othek  profession  more  completely  sym¬ 
bolizes  the  idea  of  service,  of  selfless  dedica¬ 
tion  to  one’s'fellow  man. 

But  dedication  to  an  ideal  can  be  a  vague 
or  even  a  misguided  thing  unless  combined 
with  skill  and  wfisdom.  In  completing  your 
preparation  at  thiskone  of  the  greatest  medi¬ 
cal  centers  of  the  twentieth  century,  you  of 
the  Homing  class  areNprlvileged  to  have  had 
an  unusual  blend  of  the  ideal  and  the  intel¬ 
lectual,  of  inspiration\and  the  practical 
training  to  make  that  inspiration  a  reality. 

As  it  has  grown  more  complex,  our  civiliza¬ 
tion  has  required  specialization  in  every  field. 
And  in  our  intense  development  of  special¬ 
ists,  we  have  often  neglected  thO  equally  im¬ 
portant  quality  of  balance.  By  ysmr  associa¬ 
tion  with  Columbia  University,  youhave  had 
a  better  chance  than  most  to  achieve  the 
precise  knowledge  of  the  specialist,  while 
maintaining  the  breadth  and  balance  qf  the 
well-rounded  human  being. 

In  your  academic  work,  you  became  aWare 
of  the  values  by  which  we  live — aware  of  tap 
sweep  of  Western  history:  the  Greek  searcl 
for  truth  and  beauty;  the  Roman  concepts 
of  law  and  of  order  under  the  law;  the  Ju¬ 
daic  realization  that  there  is  one  God;  and 
the  Christian  interpretation  of  the  compas¬ 
sionate  nature  of  that  God.  And  as  your 
thoughts  have  soared  away  and  beyond  the 
printed  pages  of  your  textbooks,  you  have 
come  to  understand  why  our  civilization  at¬ 
taches  such  importance  to  the  individual. 

Since  childhood,  you  have  been  told  that 
the  individual  is  sacred — both  under  the 
Judiac  and  Christian  concept  of  God  as  the 
father  of  mankind  and  under  the  American 
concept  of  self-government  by  free  men  and 
women.  You  have  learned  that  the  individ¬ 
ual  is  not  a  cog  in  a  machine  state,  that  gov¬ 
ernment  must  serve  the  people,  not  the  peo¬ 
ple  serve  the  state.  And  you  know  that  this 
principle  is  the  quality  which  distinguishes 
Western  civilization. 

Let  us  carry  that  further.  To  be  a  free 
man,  served  by  his  government,  sacred  as  an 
individual,  each  of  us  must  be  equally  aware 
of  the  importance  of  individual  conscience,  of 
individual  responsibility. 

We  are  not  entitled,  nor  can  we  preserve, 
the  privileges  and  benefits  of  freedom — and 
I  believe  there  are  no  privileges  and  no  ben¬ 
efits  except  in  freedom — unless  we  fulfill  our 
duties  to  freedom,  the  duties  dictated  by  an 
active,  individual  conscience. 

In  Men  Like  Gods,  as  I  remember  it,  H.  G. 
Wells  pictured  a  utopian  society  in  which 
there  was  no  government.  No  government 
was  necessary  because  all  the  citizens  were 
so  highly  developed  in  intellect  and  moral 
conscience  that  they  automatically  behaved 
as  though  guided  by  laws  and  automatically 
served  as  though  challenged  by  leadership. 

Such  a  utopia  will  not  likely  come  in  my 
lifetime  or  in  yours.  Perhaps  never.  But 
I  think  the  idea  has  a  truth  within  it.  Th< 
higher  the  development  of  .the  individual, 
intellectually  and  spiritually — the  greater 
his  return  to  society,  the  more  spontaneously 
he  follows  the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  of 
the  law. 

Those  among  you  who  will  beo6me  the 
greatest  in  your  profession  will  be/those  who 
joyously,  generously,  and  intelligently  offer 
the  greatest  return  to  society.  /You  will  be¬ 
come  distinguished  or  famous  not  by  what 
you  gain  for  yourselves  but  what  you  give 
to  others. 

This  is  true  for  all. 

You  are  more  fortunate  than  the  average 
layman  in  that,  by  thertiature  of  your  work, 
you  are  free  to  give  ,#our  working  hours  to 
human  service.  Cherish  that  freedom.  Revel 
in  it.  And  knowythat  with  every  life  you 
save,  every  human  hurt  you  ease,  every  sad¬ 
ness  you  lighter/ you  are  achieving  a  kind  of 
intrinsic  greatness. 

I  am  descpftung  ineptly  something  which 
has  been  caressed  vividly  and  beautifully  by 
Lecomte  du  Nouy  in  his  book,  Human  Des¬ 


tiny.  He  said;  “Every  man  can,  if  he  wishes, 
leave  a  more  or  less  brilliant  trace  behind 
him,  which  widens  or  prolongs  the  existing 
path  and  contributes  to  its  fanlike  expansion. 

“The  destiny  of  man  is  not  limited  to  his 
existence  on  earth.  *  *  *  He  exists  less  by 
the  actions  performed  during  his  lifetime 
than  by  the  wake  he  leaves  behind  him,  like 
a  shooting  star.  *  *  * 

“The  wake  of  the  first  man  who  buried  his 
dead  and  protected  their  faces  with  two 
tilted  stones;  the  wake  of  the  first  man  who 
forbade  his  children  to  kill  their  fellowmen; 
the  wake  of  the  first  man  who  decided  that 
the  wounded  and  impotent,  incapable  of 
hunting,  should  be  fed  and  not  left  to  die;  all 
these  wakes  are  real  today,  more  real,  per¬ 
haps,  than  when  they  originated.  *  *  *  The 
wakes  of  Moses,  of  Buddha,  of  Confucius,  of 
Lao  Tse,  of  Christ  probably  exert  a  greater 
influence  over  humanity  today  than  when 
these  men  were  pondering  over  its  fate  and 
happiness.  No  man  ever  disappears  com¬ 
pletely  if  he  strives  to  do  good  and  expects 
no  reward  outside  of  the  joy  of  having  con¬ 
tributed  to  the  progress  of  mankind.” 

That  passage  was  written  by  one  of  the 
mst  distinguished  scientists  France  has  ever 
produced,  one  who  worked  with  Dr.  Alexis 
Carrel  and  Madame  Curie,  one  who  has  been 
honored  repeatedly  in  this  country  for  his 
achievements  in  the  exact  field  of  science. 

Now  having  taken  us  into  a  cosmic  realm 
for  a  moment — a  realm  which  I  hope  you  will 
explore  to  rlje  fullest  in  all  the  years  of  lean 
ing  which  lik  ahead  of  you,  because  there'is 
none  more  exciting — I  should  like  to  nfove 
down  to  the  more  prosaic  level  of  practical 
points,  which  of\ourse  can  be  equally  chal¬ 
lenging. 

In  your  uniform, \each  of  you  becomes  a 
different  parson  to  tnB  lay  public/  When  we 
are  well  and  happy,  masters  ofyour  fates,  we 
see  you  en  masse  and  uom  /n  impersonal 
distance.  But  almost  alway/  when  we  come 
to  you  professionally,  person  to  person,  we 
are  in  some  kind  of  trouftld^-either  in  dis¬ 
comfort  and  pain  of  oyrr  ora.  or  in  worry 
and  fear  for  someone  We  love. 

I  would  say  to  ycffl  with  pas^tpnate  ear¬ 
nestness  this  one  thing:  Always \eep  your 
warmth.  Let  the /ears  of  experience  sharp¬ 
en  your  understanding  of  human  eruptions 
and  human  needs,  rather  than  dull  yothyper- 
ceptions  by  their  routine.  ■ 

Schedules/  too  much  work  and  too  liftae 
time,  repetition  of  sights  of  pain  and  heart 
break  ant/ sorrow — all  these  things  will  com-1 
bine  toybuild  a  shell  around  you.  Don’t  let 
them. 

Remember  that  the  most  trivial  of  ail¬ 
ments  seems  important  to  the  person  who 
aUs.  Fear  is  an  illogical  thing,  sometimes 
lore  likely  to  unsettle  when  groundless 
''than  when  based  on  cruel  fact. 

I  have  seen — and  I  am  sure  you  have  seen — • 
the  woman  responding  with  serenity  and 
pure  courage  to  a  death  sentence  from  can¬ 
cer,  who  might  have  been  thrown  into  a  mild 
spasm  of  nervous  tension  by  a  proposed 
appendectomy.  I  have  seen  men  facing  up 
to  brutal  news  with  calmness  and  determi¬ 
nation,  who  might  feel  faint  over  donating  a 
pint  of  blood. 

Your  duties  are  among  the  most  exacting 
of  all  professions — technically  and,  equally 
important,  emotionally.  You  are  called 
upon  to  give  much.  But  if,  against  these 
exacting  requirements,  you  can  preserve  the 
inner  spark  that  gives  you  human  under¬ 
standing  and  human  warmth,  /then  the  pa¬ 
tient  will  not  become  simply  case  No.  4038. 
Remember  that  each  mother  who  brings  her 
10-month-old  child  into  the  hospital  to 
have  his  adenoids  removed  needs  your 
warmth  and  pleasantness.  The  fact  that 
you  have  seen  hundreds  of  successful  oper¬ 
ations  to  remove  the  adenoids,  the  fact  that 
you  have  seen  scores  of  worse  trials,  doesn’t 
diminish  her  need  in  the  slightest. 


A  young  friend  of  mine  recently  visited  a, 
large  medical  center  more  to  keep  her  moth ejf 
company  than  because  she  herself  was 
But  while  there,  she  had  a  physical  checkup, 
and,  as  a  result,  underwent  a  minor  opera¬ 
tion — one  so  minor  that  she  walked  yout  of 
the  operating  room  herself,  as  well  as/into  it. 

Telling  me  about  it  later,  she  saja,  “What 
impressed  me  was  that  every  doctor  and 
nurse  seemed  as  interested  in  me  as  though 
I  had  some  obscure  and  fascinating  ailment, 
or  as  though  I  were  their  very  first  patient. 
I  know  that  their  talents  usually  are  saved 
for  people  who  need  tlyirn  terrtibly,  but 
still  they  acted  as  though  I  were  the  most 
important  thing  on  the' docket. 

I  passed  this  compliment  on  to  one  of 
the  department  heads  at  the  center,  and  he 
smiled.  “It  has  ter  be  that  way,”  he  said. 
“Whenever  anyone  gets  a  routine  attitude 
toward  the  patients,  he  is  encouraged  to  take 
his  talents  els/where.  If  we  ever  lose  our 
alertness,  then  all  our  training  and  equip¬ 
ment  would/ose  their  meaning.” 

In  contrast,  I  remember  walking  through 
a  pediatric  clinic  when  an  obviously  inex¬ 
perienced  mother  was  holding  a  shrieking 
baby.  / The  baby  had  just  gotten  his  first 
immunization  shots,  and  was  resenting  his 
bei/efits  bitterly. 

The  nurse  in  charge  reeled  off  instructions 
Ifo  the  mother  in  the  chant  of  one  who 
'has  said  the  same  words  to  hundreds  of 
mothers  holding  hundreds  of  shrieking 
babies. 

Miserable  over  her  baby’s  first  real  meet¬ 
ing  with  pain,  the  mother  looked  dazed 
under  the  flow  of  words.  Clearly  she  hadn’t 
understood. 

Another  nurse  saw  and  acted  with  the 
warmth  that  distinguishes  the  topnotch  pro¬ 
fessional  in  any  field. 

“The  shot  hurt  him  for  just  a  moment,” 
she  said  gently.  “And  the  place  may  be 
a  little  sore  for  a  few  days.  Don’t  worry  if 
he  runs  a  slight  fever,  and  if  he  does,  give 
him  a  baby  aspirin  every  4  hours.  You’ll 
be  surprised  at  how  quickly  he  feels  better.” 

It  took  only  30  seconds  to  do.  She  had 
used  almost  the  same  words  that  the  other 
girl  had  used.  But  by  caring,  by  the  note  of 
personal  interest  in  her  voice,  she  sent  the 
mother  away  reassured  rather  than  worried 
and  uncertain  what  to  do  next. 

From  this  room  today,  from  this  point  of 
departure,  your  careers  will  take  you  in 
many  diverse  directions.  Through  the  years, 
you  will  learn  which  patients  need  addi¬ 
tional  explanations,  which  need  special  re¬ 
assurance,  which  need  matter-of-factness, 
lich  need  a  note  of  gaiety,  which  need 
silVit  sympathy.  Your  patients  will  expect, 
andWill  respect,  your  competence  in  your 
workN 

Beca\se  you  are  professionally  informed 
on  nursfiag,  you  will  be  called  upon  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  public  with  information  and  leader¬ 
ship  in  tlrte  continuing  efforts  to  develop 
nursing  to  meet  the  needs  of  humanity  and 
science.  These  needs,  as  your  professors 
have  told  you,\re  constantly  changing. 

In  1930,  abouX6,300,000  people,  or  5  out 
of  every  100  Ameiucans,  were  cared  for  in 
general  hospitals.  In  1954,  the  number  had 
grown  to  18,700,000,  okll  for  each  100  Amer¬ 
icans.  This  doesn’t  mban  that  more  people 
were  sick,  but  that  mor\  people  used  health 
facilities  because  more  ne^p  could  be  given 
to  once  helpless  cases  or  bicause  more  con¬ 
ditions  were  being  recognizeel^as  being  medi¬ 
cally  treatable. 

In  1930,  approved  medic\l  practices 
required  1  professional  nurse  jpr  each  6 
patients.  In  1954,  2  nurses  were  ^eded  for 
each  6  patients,  because  medical  science  has 
increased  the  demand  for  the  highly  vained 
services  of  professional  nurses. 

You  know  of  the  shortage  in  this  country’s 
nursing  force.  Since  the  demand  is  likely 
increase  again  and  yet  again,  countermea 
ures  must  be  taken  to  increase  the  tota 
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Public  Law  70  -  84th  Congress 
Chapter  139  -  1st  Session 
S.  153 

AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  lturul  Electrification  Act  of  i'.Klti. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  subsections 
(c),  (d),  and  (e)  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  193(5,  as  amended 
(7  II.  S.  C.  903  (c).  (d),  and  (e))  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  Twenty-five  per  centum  of  the  annual  sums  herein  made  avail¬ 
able  or  appropriated  for  loans  for  rural  electrification  pursuant  to 
sections  4  and  5  of  this  title  shall  be  allotted  yearly  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  for  loans  in  the  several  States  in  the  proportion  which  the 
number  of  their  farms  not  then  receiving  central  station  electric  serv¬ 
ice  bears  to  the  total  number  of  farms  of  the  United  States  not  then 
receiving  such  service:  Provided ,  That  if  any  part  of  such  sums 
are  not  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  first  six  months  of  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  they  are  made  available,  such  part  shall  thereafter  be 
available  for  loans  by  the  Administrator  without  allotment :  Provided, 
however ,  That  not  more  than  25  per  centum  of  said  sums  may  be 
employed  in  any  one  State  or  in  all  of  the  Territories.  The  Admin¬ 
istrator  shall  within  ninety  days  after  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year 
determine  for  each  State  and  for  the  United  States  the  number  of 
farms  not  then  receiving  such  service. 

“(cl)  The  remaining  75  per  centum  of  such  annual  sums  shall  be 
available  for  rural  electrification  loans  in  the  several  States  and  in 
the  Territories,  without  allotment  as  hereinabove  provided  in  such 
amounts  for  each  State  and  Territory  as.  in  the  opinion  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrator,  may  be  effectively  employed  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  section  7  :  Provided ,  however.  That  not 
more  than  25  per  centum  of  said  unallotted  annual  sums  may  be 
employed  in  any  one  State,  or  in  all  of  the  Territories. 

“(e)  If  any  part  of  the  annual  sums  made  available  for  the  purposes 
of  this  Act  are  not  loaned  or  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which 
they  are  made  available,  such  unexpended  or  unobligated  sums  shall 
be  available  for  loans  by  the  Administrator  in  the  following  year 
or  years  without  allotment:  Provided,  however.  That  not  more  than 
25  per  centum  of  said  sums  for  rural  electrification  loans  may  be 
employed  in  any  one  State  or  in  all  of  the  Territories.” 

Sec!  2.  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “10  per 
centum”  and  inserting  “25  per  centum”. 

Approved  June  15,  1955. 
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